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, ny Houg h y PALL} Tens: in : moſt comntries of 
” Wuron, have travelled i ſucceſs fully. theſe 
+1, any years, in diſcovering the impoſiures 
1. . of. Rome, fo as 7t eight ſcent ſufficient 
| To {et 'the, world enJoy the traFates al- 
Rp qt a "an. that ſubject : 5 % the ſedulity. of the 
ihr 24 of : Pat. Acherck, in propoſs F- nobiſme, , ofter,, 
and lang. ago. confuted,, in 4 per refs, as if .they were 
Mew... topichs., 928.4 heard. of 4 CASRN ou 
_ to exſnare. BRIZATY. Reade ers," dot h: impoſe 4 nece[ſuty;upr 
on ſincere. Lauzrs, of Truth, for wndtceiving 1 the.) ple, 
fo. reſume.0 old. Grounds from Seriptare, Amiquity, and. 
redfenf form erly #wproved by our renowied Heroc S,. This 
ad the fir Jiranger influence upon me wp foapeſs Theſe curſo: 
"rs edoerſions . oy 4: Popifh. os, blet, otherwiſe 
* [mal fignificancy ; becauſe ſome :bro a lazy bumoyr,.. 
willzat, othereveing anne ſeds In worldly entanglement, | 
hardly cax peruſe large volumns of Chamier: Whit? 
taker, Calvin, Z; nchius, Jewel, U ſher, Junius, Chem- 
nite, Gerard.and- other Chempion: for the Truths 
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, | Among 
(Fs ,' any of *Whom , b ſed Ivrth inte- 
reſt , ſeem-towviolent their” own conſciences in obirud. 
irg inipoſiures,on the Worlds Can it be ſuppoſed, 1hat 
128 31 MN Jig! III PN iii. £ 
ren of fuchras ed parts; and eminent learpihg, who cans 
met tnt tbe ſerible from Their dwy fublours,jof the weak: 
neſſes attending humane intelleds; fhonld | believe 
the infallibility of the*Papal chair izt Dogmatical ey 
ens, ſeeing thoſe who often ſit therein are known, neither 
io be men of greateſt learning and Piety,* nor ever did 


. God ſince the Joundation +4 the World, emtail infallibilj: 


ty upon an led ive ſucceſſion of perſons, chiefly when ſe< 


. cular intereſts, arid intrigues of Policy have the chief 
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Proke in the eledion? Can they believe an ———_ Mo- 


narchy. over all Princes andl Churches to be ſetled by a di 
ine denaticu on the Biſhop of Rome, ſeeing Scripture 
hath no veſtige of that fifgh Monarchy, unleſs it be in the 
Apocalyptick predi@ions, andthe Fathers of the ancient 
Church have not jþared to contrudit@ the Popes of Rome in . 
heir Dogmatical definitipns*Can they believe the lawful- 
ne/-of Taro Pip, (whatever Metaphyſical diſtin@i- 
ons they have coped to put a fair gloſs on the matter) it 


being" ſo expreſiy prokibitedin the decalogue, and nopra- 


- « * 


Fice $0414 ot A erY ChatholitkChurch; for threk 
Ages ant upward ufter Chriſt; whereof thoſe great An+ 
Tiguariet cannot be'ignotunt? Can theſe great maſters'of 
Feaſon, \ believe the jrodigins fement of tranſubſtantiat:- 
09. which "may" oye with any of thEFables of 'Apuleins, 
Ovid.or Hſop;ar##rſo'lh Want 49+ apy Fo the: com> 
#6 jerſe and reafon of" all 3ankinda; th 1t'a breat mang- 
#ope themſelves, going to' Maſs, isreported tohave been 


30 ſo 


Yo d\comr rerforadd; 
an. t fae tH ; Dawofiiln of half * Communions;: 
with Th with their own conſeiences, theſe being” 

eſe ay oppoſte to the proviitive inſtitution, end to the. 
ks ha 


alice , wth onely of thaCatholickCburcb,but alſo. 
an, fer\many\Age?t:mbowonld'not be mov=: 
ed wit; TIDY that met ſbonld npon deſigne, abuſe. 
their þ arts aud wit to' cheat the World? - I know not how 
F Teo ecile theſas men to4emſelves, unhſ 6kbe ſuppoſed, 
t becaule t bexregerasd rebithe Trwb.ieitoue, they are. 
AA up -to.ftrong deinfioat,and'ts axodinnor: iy. T grant 
ellatmine, Barronfius, Perronend others of that Cabal 
have faid much for an ill cauſe... They have indeed ſew- 
ed themſelves. tobe men of- great parts; but of \very evil 
Conſeiences. They who dewotet heir endowments to the pa+, 
trocing of hereſie, would remember thaterrors in religion 
are ſuch creaſy and burdenſome ſuperfirudtures, that the 
firongeſt fades muſt. needs ſbrink, underthem. 
\Mykhowels in the meantime dp yern toward the ſequaci- 
Ons multitude inthe Roman Communien,who i inthe $im- 
plicity of their hearts ſurrender themſelves,to the conduTZ 
of ſuch teachers, How grateful ir it totheſe wholowe eaſt e 
methods of Religion among, wham are not only thoſe of the 
meaner ſort ef people but alſo many of greater ay Yo.be 
fred from. ſerious inquiries after divine truths, by an im 
plicite ſubmiſſion to.infallible guide aud having QHce itz 
truſted their Jah to thoſe teachers, how ſecure dothey judg 
themſelves, being taught by no meaner Caſuiſt then Cardi- 
nal NN Ap its not onely fa e,but a/ ſameritoriusto be- 
Tievg. tie. do@rines taught.by 4 their teachgrs,tbough faiſe on 
the matter, FT; will the 1 know tbat the. _ Church teas 
ce; erherwiſe. . Thas tbe leader 5 of tbeſe deluded jeople 
Canſe | 10 to erg. «1 Nor will Re pretended inſallibility of” 
ihe ir reac [/ bersgbe (offi He 1Ct nt apol 084 jor ther at thegredtelay. 
| his rat ber will le their: condemnation, that uponſuch a 
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pelincide andimprobobleprevence't bey fonts "Bride" wead 
hoall accountiof thitrgely iufallibis Canon of holy Scrip- 

ture, which God hath changed thoſe 20 ſearch who would: 
findeternal Life, Joh. 5.34.From this earch xothing doth 


wore. deters pedple, thew tbe thorgy and litigions Acbarey; 
r ſed by\Sobwol-men and: ControverſtfÞi.: af if inen be> 


hoved turn Sceptichs inreligion, if they did not implicit- 
ly - intruft the condu@ of their Faith, to a Romiſh infalli- 
ble guide,- But,bleſſed be our God;}f3 not a matter of ſuch 
inſuetable: dlifhculty, 19 'find ouf the thath of 'Religity; 
bn the holy Scripture, as they who deſign the inſlaving peds 
"2 ples ardporaogrerencts If prejudices once being laid. 
aftde, men would apply themſelues ſincerely tothe uſe of 
appointed means." For the wiſdome of Eot hath, with a 
perſpicuity. accommutiated to" the weakeſt taparities, re- 
vealed theſe things which are we ceſſaryto Salvation : ac- 
cording tothat.of Milary, In abſoluto & facili eft Eter- 


2 nitas, Non per difficilesqueſtiones nos ad vitam Fter= 
" nam-vocat Deus,” ard. greater then Hilary, the A- 
: poSthe- of the Gentiles,'2 Corih.3\If our goſpel be hid,it 


is 1s hid to them that are lolk; and a greater then both, our: 
F: Saviour-Chrift, Joh. 7. 17, Ifany do the will of God, he 
ſhall know of the do&rine,' whetherit be of God. Ore 
thing Tamſire, its muck more eaſte to fiud out the true re 
ligiow in Scripture, then by any ieans whatſoever to at- 
tain a rational evidence of Papal or Council infallibili- 
ty, which yet ought to be preſmppoſed, before an implicite 
Submiſſion to Pppe or Conneih ONO 
Among the many.evils of thic generation, nothing fhould. 
wore awake the friends of Trath, zealouſly to appear for 
her iutereits, then the indifferent neutrality as to this 
or the other Religion, which ſeemes to be poſſeſſang the 
' winds of many, This 'T conceive: to be a woeful effe, 
partly of mens irreligioits prutFites, and partly of the 
Sceptical Queries of Romaniits concerning the divine 
| Origis 
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Hiwieg ab ſo remate a ancerſbould gduentureombr 
von Lordfbip.c. (£4293 tberefera by FOIYCIh zo : 
leave. ty \ give. am 40 edke of: bis mp prefieny tions... Theſe. 
Papers eving been-carried by the hand'of -a ſtiend4nvo- 
England; end without either my knowledge or deſipyyhbus 
7ng the good fortune #0 arrive. at yaur. Lord-ſbips hanuls.5, 


I wits to/Þ\that your Lordfhip repteglabnet FP re 
aglance.af your Noble £ye-wpowthems, bitt alſo, 
affettion to the Truths therein aſſerted, to nd ge tain 
ſome thoiights of cauſing print them. Upon notice hereof, 
I refleFed on the ſaying of that learn'd aud excellent 
Gentleman, od Charles Wolſely i» his dedication'to your 
Lordſhip udictons tra ate of the Reaſonablemeſs of 
Scripture ad atthe hazard, whereto his Papers 
were expoſed by your firſt view, would ſufficiently in- 
are thet-to.all Jutaredangers. Leſt therefore , My 
Lord, I es incur the hateful tain of ingratitude,T Cans 
wot but deeply reſent that this ſmall Treatiſe, hath been ho- 
roured wich [ ſo Noble, judicious and impartial a Cenſor. 
The deference alſo 1 have to your Lordſhips profound 
judgment, hath animated me not alittle, to conſent with 
wore freedowe, tothe expoſing of it to the verdids of a 
CHE cannot expet fron me new 
sfor though the Virmoli deſerve honour , who en= 
i hs World, with new Phyloſo ps x dur ru invextions; yet 
wew opinions in divinity _ Ih, and as Tertul- 
lian, 
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up! pmards | 


T hope yo8r:Durdfhip 
eſuperferabed thereto. So 
p41 excuſe this" je ett Toff 


| ny $pp4y thangean 
peace "may whtiplyeth on you eſa emdabeoal 
the Nobility" +1 bis Dajeſtiesr elominions, may account it 
their - honour” 30” be"zealoys for "whe reformed. Religion 
which, howeve® it be\ miſ-11 4 _—_ :by Romamiſtsq5s. 
P rack j carbolie faith) as plary wi the prattiſe 
oatmeſe. "Tf ov Ware; hurl Jena mee vuly. 
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Th PREFACE. 

' A D the Romiſh Miſhonaries, who undertook the 
defence of Jeſuit Demſter, been Maftersof their 
own paflions, they would not have covered:fo 
many. pages in the entry of their Pamphlet, with 
a flood of ſcurrilousxevilings, beſides the rivu- 
lets of ghe ſame ſtrain, which run a long through 

the whole Diſcourſe, Who can expe@& much: ſolidity in the argu= 

ings, which are uſhered in by ſuch a deſtempered Prologue ?. Al 
the influence this hath on me, isto exerciſe my patience a little, 
and to move my compafſion the more towards the ſouls, who ſut- 
fer themſclves to be deluded by, and mancipared to thefe fiery 
zealots, the genuine brood of Ignativs Loyolay whoſe name is ob- 
| ſerved by thoſe of his own tribe, to be correſpondent to his geni- 
us, quaſi ab igne natus. i er.T 
I have not been Solicitous to enquire after the Author of 
that anonimous Treatiſe : 1 am little concerned, whether as - 
ſome ſay, it were foi Con, who would. Honour himſelf 
with the name of Sixclar, as the Pope called;. Qs Porci, 
would be named Sergius 2+. as Platina writes his life, and 

Pol. Virg-de invent» rerum lib, 4» cap+10, Or .whether, as others ſup- 

poſe, it be the whole Cabal of ous traticking Milhonaries, cal- 

ling in likewiſe forraignl{upplics or their affiftance, 1 (ay Iam lit- 


Ge TIT 
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F] 4 Slirvey of Apologies 
cerned. in this, Forall the Roman Legions cannot con+ 
divine tra '{ ay ange Why.they 
| , as. 


the light? I will gfe no ex. 
orciſmns to cony A dechr&his name; $ reviling © 
language diſcovers he is not deſcended fromthe heavenly manſi- 
' ons, It he be come fram Purgatory,: what affinity there is bes 
twixt the diale& of that Country, and of thoſe who inhabit the 
- loweſt regionsof hell, they who-peruſe his book:may judge. _ _. .. 
Upon ſutilry accquots.F ye been the Teſsmoyed with the. 
canina eloquentia;the-barkins <Rhetorick of this. Romiſh Pam. 
phlet. As firſtbecauſe it drop:d from the Pen of Jeluites, who | 
_ are ſafficiently kvown to. be killed Archlte@s: of lyes and Ca-" 
lumnies. Ask Alpbonſus de Vargar, Watſon the ſecular Prieſt, and 
Montalt, all Romanilts, if it b:notſo? Da:not Gaſpar Hurtads, 
Dicaſtilus, and many more Jeſuites maintain this as one of their + 
famous Caſuiſtick Do@rines, that he fins not mortally who calume.. 
niates another to defend his own honour? - Did not Albies:the 
Jeſuit affirm that he judged it lawful, licitzn exijtimzvi, co calum- 
niate Putean the Capucian, becauſe he apprehended that a writing 
of Puteans did refle& upon the order of Jeluits? Hereupon Moxe 
zalt in epift. 15. peremptorily charges the Fathers of that (ocicty 
nullus jam tergiverſandi locus, Patres, prorſus recuſare non pateſtis 
quin manifeſti calumniatares gudiatin, nullem vobis ſupereſt perfuzi» 
#1, nifi ut calumniam criminum numero ſubducatis, that is, The 
Fathers of the (ociety were fo manifeft calumiiators, that there re» 
mained no way of Apologizing for them, but to firetch- their 
wits to defend, that to calumniate is no fag. To whom, I pray, 
does the CharaQer which Hierome gave to Rvuffis, Apol, 3. 
contra Ruffinum, maledicere omnibus bone, conſeientie ſignun. ar« 
bitraris 3 better agree then to Jeſuites. Yet it any ſhould dare 
to defame them, ' his life muſt pay for it, if. their power .can 
reach him, and this alſo without fin, So myſterious is the di- 
viaity 9f Jeſuits and-Jcſuited perſons, Milixz, Tanner, Layman, 
| | Reginald, 


Reginald and Leſſins, cited alſo by Montalt, Epift. 7: 1 am therea 
fore ſo'far ſrom' being troubled with. Jeluitical invedtives, that 
. ſhould I hear well from "theſe men, I ſhould be apt to ſay, as one 
in alike caſe, Dauid malefects | 0) oo to ou on nt 
 *&econdly, Becauſe I have noble Fellow-ſufferers; on whom the 
unſavoury breath of Jeſuits hath blown.- Havethey not hotiour- 
ed Luther, Calvin, Beza, and other eminent Heroes: with the like 
 Elogics? How hath: this ſcolding Pamphleter puſhed at Holy 
Mr. Fox the induſtrious Compiler of the Book of Martyrs, acute 
Chillingwortb, learncd Reynolds, Whitaker, Featly, and Prideans?: 
Was not renowned Do@or Robert Barron ( of whom this Pam- 
phleter ſeems to ſpeak with ſome reſpe&, though like a Jeſuit 
with terms of diminution ) while alive, entertained with ſuch ci- 
vility, as his Brethren, by. Jeſuit Turbel in his Sentextia Juris ? is 
not that modeſt Soul termed by the Jeſuit cap. x,page 10+ [nfamis 


ealumnistdr, and pag. 8. a man i\immode(t; ſpirites nay paz 5. he. . 


ſpares not to charge him with Cixjca rabies and mordendi libido» 
cap. ys 14- With vaxitas, mendacium; fiultiloquiuns 3 doth he not 
entitle his, caps 3. de manifeſtis ejus mendaciirs cap. 4, de obviis ali- 
quot ejus mendaciineaps5 de obviis aliquot ejus ineptiis,&ce Though 
the profound learning of the Doctor be 2dmixed by the world, yet 
the detraQting Jeſuit ſets him incomparably below other Protee 
ſants, pag+6« CeteroszxutLutherum,PetrumMartyrem alioſqs Te fine 
comparatione doftiores, ingeniofiores, aentiores, &c. The reverence 1 


have for the memory of that worthy Pcrſon(in whoſe chair I have * 
the honor to ſit) ſuffers me not to engliſh theſe ſuperſetations of the” 


Jeſuits choler. So;impatient is-the Jeluitical Order of any diſcovery 
of their 1mpieties3. that when the learned Iſaae Caſanbon had given 
an account ofthe acceſſ1on of Jeſuit Garner, and his Complices to 
the Powder Plot, they cndeayoured by their lycs and ſlanders, to- 
xender not only the famed Caſaxbox odious tothe world, bat alſo 


his Father and whole Fanuly (except his Son Fob, who unhappi- 


.ly-turned Romaniſt)'nay fo indiſcreetly -zcalous were they againſt 
. him, chat they Jeclared him noScholar, a fellow of no judgment, 
that he. could not write.Latine, or fcarcc underſtodd it, (ice Hex- 
ry Foulis Hiſtory of Romtiſh Treaſons, lib, 10.” cap+ ' 2: page 699. ,) 
which was:<nough to teſtific the truth of all the reft, After that 


xcyercnd Doctor Creighton, in his Preface'to Sylvefler Sgarepulus 
his: Hiſtory, of, the Council of Florencs, had given an account of the 


ſpitelul inveRives of  Severinus Binnius, Cardinal Barroniss, 
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—_— Thi PREFACE," 

| Jeſuit Raderys againfi Photiws the renowned Patriarch of Conftan-. 
/3nople, he ſubjoyns, He roſe, hi Narcifi Feſnitici!So well known . 
are- the Nofe«gayes, wherewith Perſons of that principle do-pro-. 

pine good men. But as it were too little for a;Jeſuit'to ſpitin the-; 
faces of the ſervants of God, is itriot a great part of the'work of - 
this Pamnphleter, to diſgrace the Holy Scriptures as corrupt; both: 
in Originals an4 Tranflitions ? Hz: cannot fo'mach as mention. 
pag-7+ that wore of the Arch Angel Jude. g. increpet te Dominus 
without this blaſphemous refle&ion , thaz the word .increpet js.. 
c2anged for imporet #1 owr corrupt Bible.I doubt iftan Arch Demoa . 
would have charged the Bible as corrupt, becauſe sq7/ ua. is rens 
dred by zxcrepo. This angry Pamphleter might have learned from 
Jeluit Lorinzs in loc that ea as, ſtgnifics 3xcreps, or which is 
much to the {ame purpoſe, additis minis impero, the like is obſers 
ved by a Lapjde in Mat:$.26. and by Maldonat in Mat-$-26. and 
inMat- 17: 18. Dath not Efthey fig Fude v.ge confels that accor- 
ding to the Greek it ought to be rendered 3crepet, and thatſome 
Latfne Copics haveit ſo ? Yea, he is of opinion, that the Author 
of the vulgar latine, firſt rendred it, icreper t3bi Dominns, and that 
fome afterward, . to avoid the foleciſm of Grammar (for the Aus» 
thor of that Verſton had no infallible affiſiance) turned inereper to . 

;mperct, and ſo indeed Hierom. Apol.2. eontrs Rufinum. cites it.. - 
chus, iucrepet th: Donnus. What need I more, is not the Hes 
brew word, Zach.3.2. (to which the Arch Angel here alludes) 
'Y - 293» which the Seventy renders. «4/:4ycw, and the vulgar 31creper 
Wl from the root 103 , which” Pagniy in Epit. Theſauri- fayes, being 
ſi _ conſtrued with 2 fignihes' 3yerepares torebuke ? Do not Jeluitesby 
fuch prafifes, confirm the charaGer that Mytalt gives of them, 
auſquam 4 veſtris calumniis. intaiti ſunt boni, hardly can a good 
perſon eſcape the laſh of;Jefuitesunruly tongues, Now who would 


= hn not account himſelf honouted to be a Fdllow- ſufferer with ſuch 
Ty. "But Thirdly, and finally, I am infinitely ſolaced, when 1 conki-: 
| J der that the real ground of allthis obloquy, what ever Adverſa= 
TIRE ries may pretend, is, that unworthy I, have been honoured to bear . 


ſome teſtimony againſt the errours of Popery, and the Perni- 


=  cjousCabal of Jeſuites. Who would regard their fpiteful inves 
5 + *7ives, hearing that beatitude from the mouth'of Ge | x Petihegs 
<'S, * "If ye b2 reproached for the name of Chriſt, bappy ave ye, for the Spirit 


of Glory reſtyþ on. you, Excel lently Cyprian Epilte55 + nee movere 


Y 


The PREF-ACE.. 

10s debent convitia perditorum hominum, quo minus a via rela &f a 
certa regula non recedamus.Hierom wrote to Auſtine Fpift.$8-,when 
he had vindicated the truth agaiſt the.Pelagians, gqzod fignum ma- 
joris glorie eft, omnes Heretici te deteſtantier, Its a badge of Honour, 
ſajd the Father, to be hated by Hereticks.z Why not then by Je- 
faites ? I ſhould perhaps have lefs trouble,” ſhould 1do as Vibixe 
Criſpus . . | | | 


w— 1 direxit brachis cont as 
Torrentems : 4 
But as that learned Gentlemen,.Sir William Mvrice, on the Lords 


Supper, ſett,g: P+146, obſerves, he ſhould have had more Honour | 
aud Conſcicnce had he, been | 


| nm——_— Cy. qi lr poſſet - 
Verbs animi proferre & vitam impendere weros 


Tt were here caſie, to repell all the calumnious Criminatiens 
thrown upon me by the Cabal of Jeſuites, and to repay them with 
a_volumec of too too juſt recriminations, making all their Booffon- 
ries rebound on themſclyes. Is. not the World ringing with the 
 impious Morals of the Jefuites ? who ever take a latitude to ri- 
vile: If, I miſtake not, it were the Jeſuites intereſts to forbear,they 
having ſo many fores upon-which their Adverſaries may gratc,un- 
leſs they think they have.no-reputation-toloſe. But as I was not 
the Aggreſiour in this debate, ſo neither did I undertake it for 
any perlonal intereſt, I have thercfore.judged fit to invert a little of 
the Jeſuits method, he places. his inveRives in the front of his Book, 
as iz ſeems, that the Patience of the Reader might be outwearied 
with that nauſcating Ruffe, before he came.to examine the weak» 
neſs of the. argumentative part 3 but my deſign being togivea 
teſtimony to the truth, and to contribute my poor endeavours: for 
cRabliſhing Souls therein, and if it may pleaſe God torecover thoſe. 
that are gone aftray, I will firſt canvaſe the Controverſies of Re- 
ligion, and then take his ſpleeniſh inveRives to conſideration, in 
- the mean while I only ſay, didicis ile maledicere & ego contemmere« 
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The "PREFACE. 


CHAP I. 


A brief Survey of the Pampbleters emptyand unf it hful 
Apologies for Jeſuit Demfier. EI IN 


with the Pamphlcter, yet he is not altogether unhap- 
py in his conjecure concerningit, He ſays, Pag- 8. 
I gave a flrong Thief a ſtrange Name, I do indeed look 
on trafficking Jeſuits as pernicious Thieves, they rob men of their 
deareſt intereſts; of their Religion, andconſequently of their Souls - 
and Salvation, Perhaps this may be onereafon why Romiſh Ba- 
bylon, Revel. 18.13. Is ſaid to make merchandiee of the Souls 
of men» The'conſumptive eſtates of many families in which 
theſe men do neſt, are a ſhrewd preſumption, they pick purſes 
as well as conſciences. The Epithet Lucifugus had not appear- 

ed ſo ſtrange, had he conſidered that Tertwl, lib. de reſur.Carnis 
cap+47- Long ago branded Hereticks as Lycifugs Scripturarum, 
and it may fcem ſuitable enough to Jeluit Dempfters tergiverling 
humour.  , 's 1 
The Pamphleter, pag-y. takes the boldneſs, to ſay, That Feſwit 
Dempſter deelined not the trial of religion; by Scripture and antiquity» 
What will not: an effronted Jeſuit affirm ? I remit him for his 
conviction to (one place in ſtead of many )Mr. Dempſters Paper.5 . 
Þag-Go-6te Why I pray you did he never anſwer to any tefti- 
-mony cither of Scripture or Antiquity brought againſt him? 
"What mcans the Rapſody of citations in this Pamphler, but to 
make a (ceming ſupplement of M. Dempſters deteQs? Why contend 
'Romaniſts'fo cagerly for the necefhity of an infallible viſible judge, 
| but becauſe they dare not adventure to have the controverſies be- 
twixt them and us'dicided, either by Scripture or Antiquity ? 
This Pamphleter 'thinks to ſalve the matter with a knack of Je- 
ſuitical cquivocation, ze decline not Scripture and Antiquity, faith 
he ibid, ascarried by Popes," Biſhop, (and Prieſts in communion, 
with him , that is, they can be judged by Scripture and Antiquity 
provided they be taken in no other ſenſe, then the Pope and 
Court et Romeare pleaſed, As it a company of robbers would 
ſubmit 'to a ,jury, but with this Proviſo, that their Ring leader 
were 


T”: title of Papiſmus Lucifmgus, is of hard concotion 


For Jeſuit Dempſter. 
were Chancellour- of the Affize, and had a negative upon thy 
reſt, Is not this a goodly Apology, that Romaniſts axe not Lu: 
[77 «gz # | "OM FOE : Eos oo 
hl fo help..all, he adds, That the Oneſtion betrwixt Mr.Dempſicr, 
and me, was onely of the grounds of the Proteſtant 'Religion,' and © 
10t at all of .the grounds of Popery, Grant it had been fo, yet 
had he not been a L»cafugur, would he not have examined the . 
inſtances of Scripture. and Antiquity, which were brought to con- 
firm the Da&rine of Proteſtants ? But it would be remembred 
that Mr. Dempſier's Syllogiſm gave occaſion faran enquiry of a 
orcater Iatitude, viz. What the reciprocal grounds of the true 
Religion are, and what the Religion is to which alone theſe 
grounds do agrees whether Popery, '6r the Religion of Protes« 
ſtants, I. pitched on Scripture and Antiquity, 'as the peculiar 
grounds of the true Religion, which do cxaQtly quadrate with 
the Reformed Religion, and not at all with Popiſh ſaperſtition. 
But Jeſuit Dempſter could never be induccd either to give a ground 
of the true Religion, or to confute that aſſigned by me. If this 
: benot a Lncifugws, who cver was ?- Whether I in giving this Ti> 
tle to theſe Papers, or the Pamphileter in quarrelling at it, do 
 flxmble at the threſhold, others may judge. I am not diſpoſed to 
quarrel at the Title of his Book, $colding no Scholarſhip. Ilup.. 
poſe all will givehim this teſtimony (neither do envy it) that 
he hath behaved himſclF as an abler Scold than a Scholar, 

Albcit Jeſuit Dempſter,t the time of our Encounter, was extol- 
Id by Romanifts as a Noy-ſnch, yet his feebleneſs being diſcover- 
ed-to the world, by the publiſhing of his inſignificant. Papers. 
This Pamphileter, pag.g.1 0. exerciſes his wit to deviſe ſome ly- 
ing ſhifts to Apologize both for. him and the Popiſh Intereſt; as 
if 1+ 1 bad been the Aggreſſor and Provokgre2.He ſcems to take it ill, 
that tbe verbal conference with Mr, D2mpfter, 3s ſaid -to have been tht 
fruit of Pepiſh Conſultationre 3 .'He ſayes, that My- Dempſter was a 
man of confiſcate bealth (a noble Rhetorication forſooth) fit 
nough for a civil Conference, but moft unable for a clamorous Dis 
ſpnte, 4+ That be was pi:ched upon onely as being next at band. This | 
bundle of forged lyes diſcovers the Pamphieter (te uſe his own 
phraſe) to be a perſon of confiſe ate boneſty» The true account of 
thataftair I gave in the D:dicatory Epiſtle before Papiſmus Lucify.. 
"gs, which could be atteſted by per fons of unqueſtionable credie : 
"Knows he not, that I can delign by name the perſons of the Rg.. 
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8 _ _ AServyof Apologies 


miſh Profeiſion (though upon perſonal reſpe& 1 have for then, 


1 do forbear) who did folemnly provoke my Reverend Colleague 


M-G.M., and me to that Debate? 1s it imaginable, that ſuch a ſo- 


'lemn Challenge ſhould be given without previous conſultation ? 


Are there to few Bixds -of that Feather about this place, that 
M. Dempſter was onely pitched upon as next at hand ? Washe not 
brouzht from the Country upon defign, froma Gentlemans houſe 
where he did ordinarily rcfide ? Was there not another ordinary 
Reſident in the Family where the Debate was? What M. Demſter's 
fitneſs was to manage a modeſt debate, may be judged by the 
pcruſal of his Tautologizing Papers, a very anomoJous motion in 
an Arguer, not a Steering tothe ſame point , as this Pamphleter 
would excuſe it, pasg.15. but a tolling in one place, very near of 
Kin to that treſpais of Arguing, which by Logicians is called 
Petitio principii. Had he been a perſon of ſuch eminent modeſty, 
and fo averſe fromclamorousdiſputes, would he in An#o 1658. 


\ as I take it, fo arroganely have appealed all the miniſtery of Scot- 


land to 4 Vocal Deſpute, boaſting, that if he did not convince them, 
be ſh.uld be banged up preſently, demanding onely, if they loft the 
Canſe, that they ſhould be hanged up in efiigie ? Doth not ſuch a 
brawling Challenge bewray a pctulent humour, and a compla« 
cency in clamorous Cavils ? But what was the Aebilles wherewith 
this inſolent Thraſo thought to haye conquered the whole Church 
of Scotlaud ? That goodly: Syllogiſm for{ooth, in his firſt Paper 
againſt me, as appears by comparing it with his foreſaid Paper 
or Defiance : So that this has been a long ſtudied Leflon, where- 
in our Romaniſts ſeems no leſs to have confided, than once in the 
Invincible Spaniſh Armado, tor by it they thought not onely to 
conquer me, but the whole Church of Scotland, and as if it had 
become an ordinary pocket piſtol among them , the ſame firſt 
Cartel which M. Dempſter ſent to me, was ſent to another Mini- 


ſter in this Country, without change of one word : Yet the 


vain-glorious Jeſuit, when he was put to it, could ſay nothing 
to confirm any Propoſition of that long-ſtudicd Paralogiſm. 
Doth it not by this appear, that Jeſuits can raiſe Tragical Cla- 
mours upon a bable ? Nevertheleſs, I muſt do M., Dempſter right, 
it tergiverling be Modeſty, Learning 3 Gravity, he had all theſe 
Endowments, in Grad Hervico. If this be their Fabims, and old 
IWarriour, as page2. heis called, who may not fee that Romaniſts 
now days liv: ir fe e Remli, | 
Jefuit 


For Jeſuit Demiter, '9 
* Jeſuit Demifer being laid by with this lying Apology , nowiap» 
.zpears this Pamphlecter on the' Stage, to fupply M., Denſter's de- 


— Perg amis poſſent ; 
Defendi dextra , dextra bac-difenſa fuilſe;tt- 


But, if Imiftake'not,,” he has #; much need of an Apologiſt as 
M. Demfter : How comes it 'that he examincsaiot the Objections 
againſt the five Baftard Popifh Sacrain:nts, though that Con- 
troverſic was pitched upon by M. Demfter's own choice? Aow is 
it, that diſputing the great 'Qieſtion, concerning their infallible 
vitible Judge, he over-feaps moſt of the Arguments moved by 
we againſt his Infallibility 2 How is it , that though he endea- 
woutrs to prove, that the Popiſh Religion is the Ancicnt Chriſtian 
Religion , yet he anſwers nothing to ſeven inſtances I-gave in 
Paper 8. pag. 169. &c. of the repugnancy of the preſent Popiſh 
Religion to che Religion of the Ancient Church 2 How: is it, that 
when this whole debate was occaſioned by a caſuiſtick Queſtion of 
Repentance, and thereupon I had . given a Specimen of the impi- _ 
ous Morals of Jeſuits, yet he ſays nothing for the vindication of 
them? How is it, that he does not at leaft clear their 01d, Grave, 
Learned Man, from that egreious Jeſuitical Fallacy, wherewith 
I charged him, in the entry of his firſt Paper ? Was he ſo afraid to 
ſtumble on the Threſhold , that he reſolved to leapover it ? Do not 
theſe things, bcfides many other that might be mentioned, demons» 
ſtrate, that this Hyperaſpiſt of Jcſuit Demfter's is ſmitten with the 
ſame tergiverſing diſcaſe? Is it notlikely, that the Popiſh Party, to 
Apologize for their 'intereſt, ſhall the next day ſet M. Con, or 
whoever elſe had a hand in this Pamphlet, at as low a rate, as now 
they do M. Deniter, I know not to what more fitly to compare 
the Pamphleters delultorious reflections, upon my-returns to 

 M. Pemifter, than to aFlea leaping too and fro, 


D:4 ceſſim fugit & ſugit receſſim 
Et ſubſultibus hinc & bine catts, 
Vibrat Cruſcula. 


Yet theſe, and other his omiſhons, were more cafily pardonable, 
had he behaved himſelf withingenuity in what he has handled 3 
C +bit 
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but this enſuing Treatiſe will diſcover how deceitfully he has mi» 
ſtated Queſtions betwixt Romaniſts and us > how injuriouſly he 
miſrepreſents Protcſtanits z how, in that Congeries of Teſtimonies 
which he has heaped up, he either miſ-cites them, or alledges 
them impertinently, or brings them from ſpurious writings, and 
how,through all, he plays the Plagiary, from Breerly, Bell. Gordow 
of Hxntly , H. T. his Manual, &c. and with fo little diſcretion, 
that he palpably diſcovers; he has never ſeen the Authors which 
he cites. He would ſeem to put on the Lyons Skin, but his Ears 
 bewray what an Animal heis, Though all his Cavils have been 
often confuted by Proceſtants , yet that he diſſembles, as if his Ar- 
gunments were unan{ſwerable Demonſtrations , and contained no 
little of his own invention : Nay, if it might not be looked upon, 
as the partial Verdi& of an Adverſary , 1 could fafcly fay, that 
hardly ſhall a Popiſh Pamphlet of the like quantity be found, 
wherein there are fo many filthy prevarications, unbeſeeming 
both a Chriſtian and a Scholar. This TraGatc, 1 hope, may exhis 
bit a Specimen of the filth of that Argea's Stable. One advan* 
tage indeed he hath, that the Conſciences of their bigotted Pa 
Pitts are ſo dcbauched. with their Implicit Faith , that as Dionyſi- 
#5. Flatterers are ſaid to have licked up his phlegm with Exclama» 
_ tions, as if it had been NeGar and Ambrofiz, fo Jeluited Papiſts. 
are ready to ſwallow down greedily the moſt excrementitious 
diſcourſe which-drops from a Jc{uit. And to make all to paſs the 
more [moothly, this Pamphlcter has plaiſtered over things with. 
Drolleries, and affected Strains of, Romantick Rhetorications, 

Pag. 32. He upbraids me , as being at much pains to ſay ns- 
thing > nullum , ſays he, vidi, qui magis cpcraſe nibil diceret. I 
thought he would have excepicd Jeluit Demſter , who fo often 
tumbled over one informal Syllogiſm , at leaſt he might have ſpa» 
red torcficct on himfclt, as writing a Book to contutc nothing, 


Eff nibil dicis quic( nid pcitis , improve Cinna«. 
S1 nil Cinns petis , ml thi Ciana ncgo- 


Is it not a firarge Nothing, whereof fo many Somethings, and: 
theſe alſo touching the Cauſe, yet remain unanſwered ?. He muli 
be at. the pains of another. Book , before ke diſcuſs all thefe little 
Nothings. But purpoſcly, waving at the-time his Criminations 
ot this nature, Tj procced to note. his ReficGions , upon the 

two 


- for F:ſait Demfter, rr 


two Arguments which. I propounded to M. Demfter in the Vo- 
cal Debate, and upen M, Demfter's goodly Syllogifm. 
To wy firſt Argument drawn from the impious Do@tine of 
Romiſh Caſuilts, that when.a man hath finned hainouſly , he is 
not bound to repent. preſently , The Pamphleter after a falſe re- 
preſentation of the matter of Fa& (whereof I gave a ſufficient 
account in the Epiſile Dedicat, before Papiſmus Lucifugus ; and 
of the Atheiſtical abſurdities to which M. Demſter was brought, 
by the confirmations cf the major of that argument, which the 
Pamphilcter , page 11-falfly ſays, that I did altogether paſs in fi- 
lence, ) 1 faythe Pamphleter anſwers, pg. 12. That all held the 
ſhorteſt delay of Repentance .both ſureft and beſt. Behold a Jcſui- 
tiſm, that is, a Cheat, to begin with 3 For this is not the queſti- - 
on , Whethcr ſpcedy Repentance be ſurcſt, beſt, and moſt expedi- 
ent, but whether repentance be a preſentduty, and non-rcpent- 
ing alin? To this he ar(wers nothing direly. How impious 
muſt.the DoArine of thele Caluiſts be , when a Jeſuit is aſhamed 
dire&ly to own 1t? Yet if his words be narrowly obſerved, they 
bewray him : The ſhorteſt delay, ſayshe, is ſureft and beft 3; which 
implics, that to delay repentance may be good and ſure , though 
not. the {ureſt and beſt , bonwm & tutum, though not optimum E* 
etiſimam 3 and therefore, as.if the Cox were turned to a Fox , he 
Mily infinuates an Argument, to prove the Aﬀertion which he 
was aſhamed openly toavouch, viz. that a ſinner 3s not. bound pre- 
ſently to repent, from the maxim , thas affirmative precepts bind © 
ſemper , ſed non pro ſemper, To which I anſwer, that the Maxim 
includes a ſolution in its boſom : For though affirmative Pre- 
cepts bind not for all times, yet they bind for all convenient 
ſeaſons. Did not the affirmative Precept , of ſuccouring the af- 
fliced, bind the Pricft and the Levite , when they paſſed by the 
wounded man, betwixt Fericho and Feruſalem, Luke 10. 30, 31 
32+ Did.they not fin by not ſuccouring him at that time? Yet 
Romiſh Caſuiſts deny that a {inner is bound to repent, quum gata 
occaſione commode poxeſt, when he-can do it conveniently , as E- 
ſcobar ſtates the queſtion, Tom. 2+ Theol. Mrral, lib. 3+ cap. 8+ 
Prob. 28. no not when he ſeriouſly calls his fin to remembrance, 
or when a grievous calamity is upon him, and his Country , or 
upon -Holy and Feſtival days, as Vaſqz in Part. 3. Tome 4+ q. 86+ 
dab, 6. copiouſly declares. Yea, it's one of their probable Do- 
Erincs , which in practiſe may fafcly be followed , that there is 
C | | 


2 no 
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Ng.command at allfor repentance. This alſo being avouched by 
a .Grave: DoQar 3 Franciſcus Viftoria gy. as teſtihes Bſcobar 3 Cape 
Cit, Prob. 24, Byt beſides, the Pamphleter takes for- granted, 
that the Command enjoyning Repentance is adequately affirmna« 
tive , which perhaps he may find to be.of more difficulc proba- 
tiopthan be {s aware of. When poſitive duties are required to be. 
done at fvch ſeaſons, the Command does ſurely include a nega+ 
tivey the Command enjoyning Circumciſion on the eighth day, 


included a ncgative, prohibiting delay beyond the day preſcri-. 
bedz when therefore God Commands now to.rep:nt; AG-17.30. . 


| To day not to barden your hearts, Heb. 3. 7, 8. .Now to returs e- 
very one from his evil way,. Fer. 18+ 11, it includes a negative, 
prohibiting the delay of repentance. | 

He has another Cavil-to the ſame purpoſe 3 Tb3d. Proteſtants, 
ſays he. teach, meny beſt aflions to be ſinful, and therefore muſt either 
confeſs Repentance. at no time to be commanded ,-or that God hath 

commanded. us 47 fins: A fooliſh and blaſphemous inference : For 
Proteſtants do not fay, that mens ations, - as tolove Gad, repent, 
&c. areſinfu). per ſe, or in themſe]ves.,. but only that-, ex acct 
denti, gradual defects: cleave.unto them, for who - can love -God 

. well as they ſhould ?. Read he never that of A4ujtin, Epilt. 29. 

 Pleniſſima charitas. eſt in nemine., illud-. outem,, quod minus ft 
quam eſſe debet , x yitia eft, ex quo vitio, non eft juſtus in terra z 
chat is, perfect love is in-no man ,. and - what is lefs than it ought 
to be, is ſtained with fin. Hence it is,- that there is no jult or fin- 


Jeſs man on carth:;. From this it only follows, that God commands 


the a&ion , .which in it (elf. is good , as love to God, and Repen- 


tance, though not.the gradual defe&s which through our infirmi- - 


ty cleayes to them. The contrary Doctrine of Papifis and Qua= 
ker ef a fanleſs perfeQiion in time, is repugnant to clear Scrip- 


cure,..I ay I. 8 10. and is pure Pelagianiſm, as witneſles- Hie- . 


rom in his Dialogue betwixt Atricus-and Critobolus, lib. 1.and 


lib. Zo CoHte Pelap. But of this MOTE hereafter 9 Caps 7 Now only 


he cavils, that it's @ jeering. of Gods Commands, to ſay they gre 
:zmpoſible.. To.this jcering Cavil ,. it's anſwered , that it were ab» 


lurd indeed, to affirm the Command of Ged to be fimply andab- . 
folutely impoſlible ; but,not to ſay, that-there is an accidental im- 
pollibility to keep the Law perfectly, through the-pravity of our 


natures. So much the Scripture affirms, Rom. 3» 8. Foh- 1 2+ 29, 
®©c.. Exccllently fid Bernard , Ser 50. in.Cant. Deus mandan- 


. 


de ;, 


for Jeſuit Deaiter, (13 
do impoſſibilia, non prevaricatores feeit homines , ſed bumiles. 

As tor his Squibs, aboxs Repentance, and recantation of Calum- 
nies, and other publick tranſgreſſions againſt, Princes, 1 know 
none more concerned thercin than Jeſuits. . Of their calamniating 
Genius, fome touch has been given in the Prologue. Ofthe tree 
ſonable principles of Jeſuits, Marianz , Swarez , Bell. $antarell, 
&c. an account hereafter may be given. The Author of the Hift, 
of Cardinals, Part. 1+ lib. 1. pag. 15. obſerves this to have been 
always the deftgn of Jeſuits, to agerandize the Pontifical Auth 
rity with diminution of the Regal. Have not- the impious prin- 
ciplcs and praQifes of Jzſujts againſt Princes given occaſion ro - 
that Character which paſſes on them ?- . 


Hi Regnoram proditores 
Atque legum fraud tires 
Reges volunt jugulare 


Er fic pkebem ſubjugare.. 


My ſecond Argument was taken from:.the Do4rine <of the 
Council of Florence , 1n Tuftraf. Armen.” aud of Trent 5 Sefſ. 7. 
Can. 11. ſuſpending the Efhcacy of Sacraments ftrom-the inten«- 
tion of the Mmiſter , from which I concluded, . that, all certainty - 
of Faith, according to Popiſh principles, was over-turned ; for 

all their Faith depenls upon the Authority of Pope , and-Coun- 
<ils 3 but if the Efficacy of Sacraments depend on the intention of © 
the Miniſter , they cannot certainly know: who is Pope,. or which 
is 2 lawful Council , who's Baptiz2d; 'or who is Ordained , the 
Efficacy of Baptiſm and Ordination- ( which alſo with them is a- 
Sacrament ) depending qn-fſecrct intentions , whereof they can + - 
have no infallible certainty. In this Argument , the Pamphleter : : 
ſays, 1 both argued::and anſwered, whereas I only argued : But 
indeed Jeluit Dem/er could neither argue nor anſwer. Of the re+: - 
plies given tothis 'Argument by this Scribler, pag x 2, 1 3, to ſup«.; - 
ply M. Demfter's defects, I may lay | 


» 
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- COS Op ri 
Sunt trice Apine, & fi quid levins iftis. - 
ſ | | 

As: firſt , he ſays, There is greater aſſurance of the +Prieſts inteu<-- 
tion, than that Minifters uſe aright the Elements. and pronounce : 
the pords. of Inftitutions Asit. we could have more aſſurance of ++. 
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ſecret thoughts of a mans heart , than of words audibly pro. 
nounced, or. of viſible a&ions performed betore a whole Con- 
gregation. ES os Sid Goo 
* Secondly. , Ged, faith he, hath propuſed that nothing neceſſary ei-- 
ther to Faith or Saluation , ſhall be wanting inibis Chareb. What 
then ? doth it therefore follow , that our Faith.muſt be built up- 
on ſecret intentions, whereof we can have no infallible afſu- - 
rance ? or doth -he mean, that a Prieſt can never waver in his ins - 
tentions in miniſtring Sacraments ? Sure I am, he has neither 
Scripture , nor Canon of Council, nor ſuffrage of Antiquity to 
warrant ſuch a fancy. Nay, the Canons, which ſuſpend the Eth- 
cacy of Sacraments upon the intention of the Prieft , ſuppole the 
'Prieſt may bave undue intentions , or perhaps he meant ( for I 
am here left: to Divine at the Pamphletcrs incentions) that no per- 
ſon uncapable of the Papacy can be choten Pope. So indeed Je- 
ſuit Yalentia faith, Tem. 3+ Diſp+ 1+ q» 1+ Punt. 7+ Seft. 29. Cole. 
223+ But this may be convicted of manitcfi-falthood from Hiſto- 
'xy. Did not Benxet the Ninth, according to Oxnphrins, in Chron. 
Pontif. ſit on the ſame Throne 22 years, whom yet Glaber in 
'Spondan. ad Annum 1033+ aflcrts.to have attained it Symoniacal 
ly , being about ten years of age ? But I ſatishe my. (elf at the : 
time with the ruthful complaint.of P/atizs in the Life of Sylveſter 
'the Third , that ſuch. was become the fate of the Papacy., that 
he carried the Chair who gave moſt for 1t. Certainly ;therefore 
theſe RomiſhDc&ors, who by the forecited Valentia's acknow- 
ledgment , confeſs the Papal Sec not to have immunity from ille= 
:gitimate Popes, are the more. ingenuous. OY 
The Pamphleter replies, Thirdly, That the want of (the Miyiſters 
.intenti-n may be ſupplied by the intention, deſires, and love of the re- 
-ceiver, But rt. 2 know not what to make of this, if it be not a 
yielding of the Cauſe, and 2 manifeſt-contradidtion to the Do- 
.Erine of their Church. For it the intention of the receiver can 
ſupply that want, then it's falfly defined by the Council of Trext 
and Florence, that the Efhcacy of Sacraments depend upor. the 
4ntention of the Miniſter z it ſhou}d rather depend upon the in- 
tention of the receiver. 2: A man cannot be. ſure of his own 
-Graces « according to Romanjſtsz conſequently the Efficacy of 
"Sacraments, and ſo of all their Religion , muſt yet depend upon 
an uncertain cone ition ; Yea, Beil. lib. 5. de Juftificatione , cap+ $+ 
.concludes, that a'man cannot be {ure that his fins are-forgiven 


him, 


'fos Jjrir Deiniter,” is 


him, becauſe he canriot be ſure of the intention of the Pricft in 
giving Abſolution , were the matter ſufficiently ſupplied by the 
receivers intention, defires, and love to God , how inconſequent 
were Bellarmine's argument. Whither , I pray, did-Belf. or this 
Pamphleter underſtand Popiſh principles beft.? But 3.Suppoſe one 
adult perſon, receiving Baptiſm or Orders, had aſſurance of his 
own Graces, and of his own inteations and deſires, yet others 
could not : Conſequently, others could not certainly know , that 
he were either Baptized or Ordained. But 4. Though tle defect 
of the Pricfts intention could be thus ſupplycd in adult perſons, 
| Yet there were no remedy for Infants, who are not capable of 
fach mtentions ;: and therefore the Pamphſleter himſelt reſtr1Gs 
this evaſion to thoſe that are come to Age; and lo there could be 
no certainty whether Pope Pzzs the Fourth , who confirmed the 
Council of Trezt, or the preſent Clement the Tenth ( whom [ 
fuppoſe to have been baptized in their Infancy ) were really bip- 
tizedz and conſ:quently , whether ever they were ina capacity 
to be Popes. ” 

Fourthly, ſaith the Pamphleter, The conferring of a $4cramcnt 
zr not only aQtio hominis, but humana , that 3s a delibcrate aHion- 
B 4id bee ad Rhombum? The Queſtion betwixt us and Pap'ſts, 1s 
not , Whether it be neceſſary that the Miniſter have a deliberate 
intention to go about the outward Sacramental action 3 that we 
freely grant , and that is ſufficiently known by the grave out- 
ward performance of the work , becauſe Ambroſi es Cutharinus 
required no more as ſimply neceſſary to the being of the Sacra. 
ment. Bell, lib.1. de $. cin Genereecape 27. Projciſed , he did not 
ſee wherein Cathariuns Opinion differed trom the DoQtrine of 
Hzreticks (ſo hedefigned Proteſtants) condemned by the Coun il 
of Trent therefore pencrally the Popith D >Qtors, as Bell. Syarcez; 
Conink,,. Lugo, &c. require turtier., as neceflary to the bing of 
a Sacrament y that the Miniſter have an intention by theſe out- 
ward aGioas to corftitute a Sacrament, Now ſure it is, that with- 
out a ſpecia} Revelation, non? can have infallible certainty, that a- 
nother has ſuchan intention , and this is a further igtention than 
15 requiſite, #t afio fit humana. | 

But fifibly , faith the Pamphleter. ( for 1 ſee Coy muſt have 


many holes to retire to ) What if a Mad man be in a frolick , or- 


s Comedian in @ jecr frould pour eut Water on any ane, end pro- 
weunce the words, were it a Sacrament # Anſwe. No verily, This 


brivgs- 
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- brings to wy mind how Cardinal de Lugo Traf-de Sacram: Diſp. 
8. 'Seft'2,. Num. 14, groſfly miſrepreſents-Proteſiants in this mat- 
- ter for this he gives as the differences betwixt Catharinus 
.: (though him alfo te difallows) and us, as if Catborinns did. rc- 
quire that the Minifterdid, br havethim(clt as if he dealt ſerioul- 
| Iy, .but that, Proteſtants maintained-it to beenough, if the out- 
ward cacratnental actions werg. performed , though the Miniſter 
openly declared that all were-donerin derifion, +O the affronted 
impudency of: Jeſuits !.\'We -abominate ſuch impious- thoughts 
- never was any ſuch: thing © taught by the. Reformed Churches, 
See Viſins .de B.pt. Daiſp.*10. Theſe 14+ 12, 13. yea Bell. lib. to de 
Sac. in Gen, cap. 27+ acknowledges the contrary to be taught by 
.. Chemnitias, in, Exam. Concil. Trid Cans 11+ Sefſ» 7. Yet Jeſuits 
who have made lyes their tcfage, dare fo touly miſrepreſent us, 
Nay , on {the contrary , we lay a Miniſter fins hainoully , it he 
carry not-«.both {criouſly and devoutly in going about theſe 
holy things. "See Chamicy lib. 1, de Sacram. in Gen- Cap» 19, 
-S«A. 21. only we effum, if a Miniſter ſhould behave himſelf 
. fcrionſly..as to.all outward appearance , whatever impious inten 
. tion he may. harbour ſecretly in his own brea( , that cannot pre- 
judgg the devout recciver of the Sacrament , and ſo the Catho- 
lick-Church did ever teach. Hence Auſtin, lib. 3» de Bapt. Cont. 
' ..Donat. caps 15+ Si Evangelicis verbis in nomine Paris, filii & $. 
| Sandi, Marcion Bapiiſmum conſecravit ,' integrum erat Sacramen- 
tam, quamvis ejus fides , ſub teiſdem verbis aliud opinantis quan 
Catholica veritas docet, non efſet integra ſed fabnloſis vanitatibus 
.inquinata- Thus Romanilts (uſpending the Efficacy of Sacra- 
' ments upon the ſecret intention of the Pricſt, differ not from us 
. only , but alſo from the Ancient Catholick Church; they over- 
turn all certainty of Faith, ard throw themſelves upon perpetus 
al hazard of Idolatry : They cannct know, even according to 
- their own, principle , whether what they adore in the Maſs be 
Chriſt, or only a morſcl of bread 3 neither are theſe meer Nice- 
ties. - Doth not famous Authors record, how both Jews and Hea- 
.thens in Spain and Ttaly have counterteited Chriſtianity for baſe 
ends, and have aſſumed Orders, and gone about the external 
Sacramental Rites but with (acrilegious intentions 2 Whoſe heart 
would not bleed to ſee the Mazcs and Labyrinths in which Ro- 
-maniſts' do involve themſelves , and the irreconcilable debates 
hey have among themſelves as to this thing , infomach that Je- 
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For Jeſeit Demfter; 17 


ſuit Carleton Tom. 2. Theol. Scbolaft, Diſp. 63. SeJ. 3: Num. 1+ | 
faith , Mirum quot quamque vayiz ſunt in bac parte inter $:bolafti= 
cos dicendi midi, } will not blot paper with them. 1 hope by 
this © me 1t appears the Pammphleters quiblings have not looled the 
Knot wore than M, Demftcr's lence. | 
Attex many abortive atternprs of M. Demſter to reduce his 
Syliogiſm ro fume tolerable ſhape , this Pamphleter, pag. 28, 2 9+ 
makes an Eflay more. Though all the Propofitions thereof be as 
negatively exprefled , as Negatives uſe to be in the Engliſh Lans 
guage, yet to vindicate his Fellow-]. ſuit from ſach informality 
of arguing , healledg.s the ſec ud Propoſition to be an Afﬀirmative 5 
and to add {ome colour thereto., he puts this Latin Glots upon 
It (tor it ſeems he could not (alve the buſineſs in Engliſh) Scd Re- 
ligio Protejtantinn eſt habens nullum peculiare fundamentum. Had ' 
Jelwits ſo much ingenuity as to acknowledge an over- reaching , I 
had ſhewed then from the beginning how to: have reQtticd the 
form of their Sz]llogiſm . without running to vioſent er infints 
tant Gloſles : But that Logical treipaſe in- the /ftru@ure of Jeſuit 
Dempjter's Syllog:\m was my leaſt Exception againſt tt» The main 
thing Lever dumauded was a probetion of that-minor, whether 
it be tormally , or only obje&ively negative,, and a Solutiog of 
the rctorſion;.ot that: ſame Syllogiſm agairift the Popiſh Religi= 
on ». but neither of. th. ſe. could ever M. Demſter be induced to uns 
dertake, Had this. Pamphlerer ſupplied M. Demfter's detects i 
theſe , he had done M. Demfter a better office, aud given more ſa + 
tistaction to his Reader. Yet ſeeing they will-be making a buſiueſs 
about the form of that Syllogiſm , the Pawphletcr would confi- 
der how he reconcile; hiniſclt with M..Demfter., who in Paper 6+ 
pag+'7 « lays,all the three Propoſitions of bis Syllogiſng are affirma* 
tives, but this Patmphlcter ozly ſays thet the fecend is affirmative3 
which of thele ſhall. I believe ? May nut a Bajox part luch ivfini- 
tant Gloſſes upon thereſt of the Propofitions ; as the Pamphle- 
ter hath put:on: the ſecend ?. Conſequently not the Minor: only, 
but the: Conclufton alſo!: Monld: be affirmative, 'viz. Ergo the 
ProrcftantiRelipion.cannot be.the: true Rulygion', which whether 
4t be an afficm.tive or negative, I remit. to' the decilion of the 
dilinterctted, Ir {cems the Pamphleter muſt take a Journey down 
tothe Internal Regions. ('if the Aathor cf I2#ativs Conclave be 
not. mittaken concerning the receptacle of Jeſuits) ro conſult with 
«CCI D M. Dea«+ 
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Me Demfter , whether only the ſecond Propofition, or all were 
afhirmatives3 yet I have the.kindaeG to premonith him.chat 


== Fecilis d:ſcenſus averni < 21 
Sed rev:eare gradum , ſuperaſque evadere ad aura » 
Hog opus bic lab;r eff ———» 


Paz. 29,303 1. The Pamphletey endeavours to caſt a blind be- 
fars the cycs of his Reader, bya groſs repreſentation of the ſtate: 
of the deba e betwixt'M. Demftcr and me. To clear the truth- 
hezein,. it would-be.remembred , that M. Demſter P aper 1. page 2+ 
aſſerted: the.Proteſtaxt Religion had no grounds to prove it ſelf a true- 
' Religi:ne To which it was anſwered in my Pep. 1 page 7. that : 
ic, were as cafie by way of retorſion to aſſert, that-the Pop:(h 
Religion had no.grounds to prove it felf to be the true Religion 3 
and therefore if hc intended: to ſatisfhe Conſciences, he-oughr to 
pitch upon the reciprocal grounds of the truc Religion, and to- 
demonfirate that .theſe, did agree to the: Popiſh Religion, and- 
not to ours. This Jeſuit Demſter altogether declined , only at 
length,, F ap. 4+:Þags 38. be undertook, if- IT would produce the 
grounds of our Religion , that be ſhould impuzu tbem. Hezcupon, 
in my. Paper 4. I did produce two grounds, fufficiently diſtinctive 
of the true and falſe Religion ,. vize the perſpicuity of the Scrip- 
tars;in all things neceflary to Salvation, and conformity in all 
Fundamentals with the Ancient Chriftian Church. and from 
theſe, in that Pap. 4, I-did demonfixate both the truth ot our 
Religiog, and the talſhood of #he. Romiſh Religion, . But the 
{cope of all M, Demſter's. Papers thereafter, was to ſhun the Try- 
al of Rdligion by. Scripture or Autiquity;, yet could bring no 
reaſon;why theſe aſfigned. grounds ſhould not be admitted as di- 
Finctive Teſts of the. true and falſe Religion. Nor &did -he on-c 
attempt-to anſwer the Arguments, by which, from theſe grounds, 
I proved the truth of-the Reformed, and talſhood of the -Popiſh 
Religion. I appeal to the Papers themſelves , whereob the! ;pſs 
corpora. are exhibited ,in .P apsſmus Lucifugus., if this 'be. not the 
true ftate of the debate, | 9ST 20: 477 ms 1015 
_ By this the unfaithful dealing of this Pamphteter may: appear, 
who page 31+ is b:Id to ſay, that ſtill T declined to bring any po> 
 Þ:ſurve proof, that dheſe grounds were peculiar to Proteſtants , and that 
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2M. D-wftct was not bound to. prove the contrary. Did 1 not Paper ,. 
pap» 469 47, 53» 54+ 55+ prove trom theſe grounds, both. the rruth 
of the*Proteſtant Religion , -and-falſhood- of the-Romilh ?-Did I 
not more particularly give a Specimen of the-peculiar intereſt of 
Proteſtants in theſe grounds, Pap. 7. pag. 126,'127- by demonſira- 
tivg the conformity of our -Doctrine with that Scripture , Hoe eff 
corpus meum , and of the diflonancy of the Romiſh Tranſubſtantia® 
tion 3 and-Pap. $«: pag. 169:&c. gave (even inſtances of the con- 
formity cf our Religion with Antiquity , and the diſagreement of 
theirs? Did I not offer to do the like 'in other points of. differcnce 
betwixt us, would Jeſuit Demſtcr examine theſe? But their old Fa- 
bius durſt never come to an open Field 3 for M. Demſter's Obligation 
to impugne theſe grounds aſligned by me : I need ſay no more, but 
that Papcy 4. pz 38. he undertook to doit, and ackyowledged it 
was incumbent to bim as the Opponent , unleſs itbe ſaid, that Jefuits 
are {0 nimble, that promiſes do not +bind'them. Is it nota Noble 
{mile whereby the Pamphleter would put a face upon ſo foul a buſiv 
_ ncls, pag. 15+ Tautologizing M.Demfter, as the Creditor frequently 

femand: payment of his debt , and T, as Debtor, 'am ſaid to anſwer 
bis d:mands only with jtories of late Wars, and Forreagn Leagues. 'l 
pray by what Law ds reiterated demand, of paymcnt-by apretend- 
cd \_reditor, make another to be his Pebtor ? Whom would not af- 
fronted ].iuits make their D brors , if by the importanity' of their 
demands tzey could impoic Obligations upon-others ? Are Roma-« 
nifts no more 6oncerred, when their Tranſabſtanriation, half Com- 
munions, Adoration of 'mages, the Popes Intallibility, Supremacy 
over the { atholick _hurch, and Secular Princes, Purgatory, Apocrys 
phal Scriptures ate-contuted-(C tor thiie, and ſuch -like, were the 
points. my Replics did run upon.) then in Exotick forics? May net 
this Simile with more reaſon be iuverted chus ; When Jcſuit Dem+ 
ſter alledged I was his Debtor, I not only told the Allegation was 
falſe., and therefore rcquircd him, as he would not be held'a Cavil» 
ler, to prove the D.bt, by Bond cr otherwiſe, which he could ne- 
ver do. but allo l charged him as being my D-btor , for which 1 
produced ſuch Evidence as be could not contro], only as it es 
luits had an Art of .paying their D-bt by bold Aﬀertions , he bad 
the confidence oft co ſay, 1 was owing him z an4 this procedure is 
juſtified by the Pamphleter. Now whether M. Demir as'D btor, 
or the. Pamphletcr as Precutor , have dilcovercd icaſt inc. rity , @- 
thers may judges 
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It is farther to be ncted, that the. Pamphlecter in that page 346. 
maintains , that without an Infallible Jndge of Controverſies, we cans 
not be aſſured cither of the incorrupt writings , or f ops Dodtrine of 
Fathers , or of the incorrupt Letter, or genuine ſenſe of Scripture; by 
which, with one daſh. he hath deſtroyed the. whole Plagiary-heap: of 
Teſtimonies from Scripture and Antiquity , which are raked toge« - 
ther in his Pamphlet, to which there can be no Faith given without 
the ſentence of his Infallible viſible Judge , that is of the Pope 
for I-know.none elſe they have at preſent pretending.ro Infallibi- 
lity, there being no General Council at the time, . And Greg. te 
Valentia lib..8. de Annal. fid- cap.'7. puts the-matter out of doubts . 
Eadem (faith he) eff Authoritas Infallibilis que-Pontifici Romano &* 
que Ecclefie five Conciliir tribuitur , nam illa ipſa Authoritas que.. 
_. In #no Pontifice rcfidet , Authoritas dicitur Ecclefie & Concilurum 3 
that is, it is the ſame Infallble Authority. which is aſcribed to the 
Pope, and to the Church or. Councils; for the ſame Authority. 
which rcſides.in the. Pope alone, isfaid to be the Authority of the 
Church, and of.Councils, So-that hither the ſtate of the Contro- 
verfie betwixt us and Romanilts is reduced , whether the Popith . 
Religion is to be bclieved to be the only true Religion, becauſe their 
Intallible Judge, that.is-the Pope ſays ſo ? -Is not this a goodly cale. 
. to which: Jeſuits would. reduce Chriſtianity , to make all Religion. 
hang at the ſleeve of an: Uſurping Pope ? -Is not the Popiſh Caule 
deſperate , when they have no way to prove themſelves to be in the 
Tight, or us in the wrong , but becauſe their Pope, a Party and Had. 
of their FaGtion ſays fo? The Hinge then of all Controverli:s be- 
twixt. Romaniſts and us, at leaſt as managed by the J:ſuited Party, 
returns hither , whether by the Verdi&-.ot the Pope. as infallible: . 
vitible Judge, or by the holy Scriptures, and contormity with the 
Faith of the Ancient Church, we are to judge of the truth of Ree 
Iigion ? Proteſtants hold the latter , our Romiſh Mitſonaries the . 
former 3 [ct Chriſtians through che world conlider , whether what 
they or we ſay be more rational. | | 
1 am challenged, pag. 24+ 4s not baving candoxr-, for ſaying, that 
Dreaberiſm is but Popery diſguized. Bat there is leſs candour. in the | 
Acculer 3 tor I only ſaid, it it were otherwiſe, Learned and Jadi- 
c1ous men were miſtaken. 'His frivolous Apologies are like to con- 
firm thcfe men in their Opinion , for many of the Quakers Noti-. 
ons are unduubtedly Popith D;c&rines 3 ſuch as, that the Scriptures 
arc. not the principal and complcat Rule of Faith , that a finle(s per- 
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for Teſuit Demfter, | ..-. 
fe&ion is attainable in time, that men are juſtified by a righteouſ- 
neſs wrought within them, that good works are meritorious, that 
Apocryphal Books are of equal dignity-with other Scriptures, that 
the cficacy of Grace depends on many free will , that real Saints 
may totally Apoſtatize, that in-dwclling .concupiſcence is not our 
fin » until we conſent to the luſts thereot,&e, If Qyakeriſm were Pu- 
ritaniſm iu puris naturalibus , as this Scribler doth rant, how comes 
it that Quakers have ſo much indignation at thefe whe go under 
the name of Puritans, and ſo much correſpondence with Romas 
niſts , with whom before they- could not converſe ? Do not Non+ 
Conformiſis abhor theſe fore- mentioned Quaker Tenets ? The dit- 
ferences at which he hints, betwixt profeſicd Papiſts and Quakerss 
do at moſt prove.that Quakeriſm, is diſguized Popery ; if there were 
no ſecming difference , there would be no difguize in the buſineſs... 
Cannot Romaniſts,, chiefly Jeſuits, transform theroſclves into, all 
ſhapes for their -own-ends ?: Have not perſons gone under the cha- 
racer of Quakers in. Britain, who, have been known. to be profeſ- 
fd Priefis, Monks, or Jeſuits in France and Italy ? My {elf did hear 
a chief Quaker confeſs before famous Witneſſes , that one giving 
himſelf ont for a Duaker in Kinnebers Family near Montroſs, was 
diſcovered to be a Popiſh Prieft and ſome Remaniſts , in this place, - 
have confcffcd the fame to me. Yet the differences aſſigned by the 
Pamphleter betwixt Papiſts and Quakers, Ggnifice not very much 
when they are narrowly examined, And firſt, as to Women Preach- 
ers, do not Papiſts hold Hildegardys , Katherine of Sens, and Brigit,,- 
&c. for Propherefles ? Not to mention their Papeſs Joan , or how | 
they allow Women to B3ptize, as is defined in Concile Florent [ys 
ftra@. Armen. As for their private Spirit, T pray ,what other grounds 
hath thc Romiſh infallible Judge to walk upon, but Enthuſiatms and 
pretended inſpirations ? For Fathers and Scriptures ( according to 
them ) have not Authority antecedently to his Sentenee. As fer 
Reform «tian by private perſons, the whole work of Quakers is to 
break the Retormed Churches , which is a real deformation, and a 
promoting of the Poptſh Intereſt; and if there be ſecret Warrants 
from the Pope for that end, for which there want not preſumpti- . 
ons , they have as great Authority as trafficking Popiſh Miſſionaries. 
Quakers do not fay , as be alledges, that tbey build on the naked 
word , it by the Word he mean the. Scripture 3 nay, in this , as in 
many other things, they Romanize, by denying tbe Scripture 10 be 
the compleat aud principal Rule :f Faith, I am jealous both Papilis 
and. 
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and Quakers could: wiſh there were not Scripture in the World, 
Though Quakers ſeem to make. light of Fathers and Comncils, yet 
they maintain theſe Tenets , whieh Papifis ſay ar2 Authorized by 
Fathers and Councils: At leaſt, a knack of Jeſuitical equivocation 
will falve all. By this time it-may appear, all he hath ſaid, doth nor 


prove that Quakers are not carrying on a-Popiſh dclign. But of 


thele things cnough 3 I :now. proceed to the more important Con- 
troverlics, | 
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There is no weceſſity of an Tofallible viſeble Judge of Con- 
troverfles in the Church, and conſequently the Baſis of 


| the Pampbleters whole Diſcourſe is overthrown, 
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Y phlcter inthis Sed. :..bewray more crlingenuity or ignorance c 
MM. For pag 33,34, 45> 3% 3 , + More ik: a Hiltrionical declaimer, 
than a Diſputant.. He breaths out a molt calummous jnv..Give againſt 
the Reitormed Churches, as if 2c rabzed the Catholick, Church of all 


| is hard toſay, whether in handling this Queſtion, the Pam- 


evan % Amnthority , aud ſetup a Lav withat a Fulge: B-caule, 
orſooth , they cannot ſubſcribe to this erronc ous Aﬀeertion, of the 
neceſſity of an Tufallible viſible Fudge, whereby the Jcluited Party 
endcavour to juſtitie the Tyrannical Ulurpation .of the Pope of 
Rome, Neither is this Aſſertion ,.for waich he -pleads, -as the Do- 
&rine of the whole Romiſh Church , approved by-all Romaniſis-: 
Nor do'they, who ſeem to approve of it, agree among themſelves, 
who 1s that .pretended Jntallible .Jadge.. Moreover , inſtead of 
bringing Arguments to confirm his Aſſertion , trom page 37s t0.43» 
he rifles. out of late Pamphlets a Farrago of Teſtimonies to ;prove, 
that the Church cannot erre , which, as may anone alſo appear, is a 
different, concluſion from that yow-under debate ; And though none 
ot theſe Teltimonics, when rightly underſtood , do militate- again(t 
the DoGrine of the Reformed Churches , .as Proteſtants have often 
demonſtrated , .yct he does not examine what Proteſtants have re- 
pied concerumg them, Lafily , Whereas he ſhould have anfwered 
the Arguments propounded in the dcbate with M. Devitcr., againſt 
the nccc fir'y ot thys infallible viſible Judge, he francs to himſelf, 
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Þ4fo 433 4 41 4553 46, 47" ſome other ObjcRions * which he endea- 
vours to canvaſe : So that, I may fay, he combats thtoughout that 
Sed, 3. with a man of Straw of his own making; and this js'that 
imaginary Triumph, in which. our- Romiſh Mifltonarics, and. their 
in;plicit Pxofclices, have ſo vainly gloried. 

For ſatista@ion therefore of the ingenuous lovers of Truth, I ſhall 
firſt premiſe ſome things , for unfoldivg the true ſtate of the Que- 
flion- 2+ Diſprove by tome Argiments (I hope convincing) the ne- 
cetfity of this Infallible - vifible Jalge. 3, Examine the Cavils and 
Objc&ions o\ithe Ad verlary. 


SECT. I 
The irue ſtate o* the Queſtion proponnded. 


IOr opening the true ſtate of the Controverlie,, it is firſt to be: 
F noted , that this Queſtion is not+<entirely the ſame with thar, 
Whether the Chureb can erre , for there be great Doctors in the Ro- 
man Church, who hold the Clirch cannot erre, and yet deny the 
nece{ſity of an infallible viſible Judge. There ' are who make the - 
ſubj<& of Infallibility co be the defenfive multitude of Believers, 
and not the Collcive of Paſtors , far 145: any Repreſentative cloa- * 
thed with a Judiciary Authority , and leaſt of all the Pope ( whom 
ſome abuſively call the Church Virtual) as ſhall appear in Argu-. 
ment 2. Conſcquently, whatever teſtimonics do only prove that the 
Colle&ive Body, cither of Believers or Paſtors ( neither of which. 
do aſſtmble in Councils Judicially to determine Controverlics of: 
Keligion) cannot erre, are impertinently alledged. | 

It-would ſecondly be obſerycd , that [yfallibility and Judiciary. 
Authorityare things different aud ſeparable Princes have Judiciary. 
Authority over their Subje&s,, and Provincial Synods within *their. 
reſpe&ive bounas , yet* neither do! pretend to Tnfallibility. 1 it 
not too groſs ignorance in a Jcfuity to take a Judge, and au. Infalli- 
ble Judge, for terms reciprocal. © Nt 
© Thirdly, It is one thing to affert'that perſons or Judges have. 
an aljiftance of the Holy Ghoft - guiding them infallibly, bic & nunc, 
into the way of truth, and a quite other thing to ſay , that there is 
8.7udge to whom a perpetual and infal'ible oſſitance is entailed , ſo 
0s the knowledge of his infallible aſſiſtance is a neceſſary prerequiſite be - 
Yuean afſent of 'Fajrh* cart be given to any Divine Truth. The firſt 
At Pratee 
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-Proteftants grant t0.Councils , whether greater or. leſſer , defining 
Divine Truths + The Jatter-is that which M. Demter aflericd oticn, 
and this his Fidus Achates ought to have proved. His Arguments 
therefore not inferring this coacluſion , 'they. all treſpals ab 3znora» 
tione elenci1, Rs CART 5107 Mes 5: 
Fourthly , It is granted en all hands, that -pzxticular Churches, 
and their Repreſentatives may erre , Now. the -Koman Caurch is 
but one particular Patriarchate , and in her greviclt Latitude, of 
which the Pamphlcter talks, pag. 45. as. comp ehending all theſe 
rho livein communion with the Biſh p of Rome , ackyrowiledging his 
Headſhip and Supremacy'3 She is but apart, yea aud the eflcr part 
of Chriſtendom. Whatever Infallibility theretor: may be clanned 
by the Catholick Church, yet the Roman Church 1a whacfoe ver ca« 
pacity, whether defenſive or reprefcntative , can have no jult Title 
thereunto. 'Was there any Roman Church knowa 1o the Apofiles 
days » but that to which the Apottle Pax! wrote ? 'But he writes to; 
Her as one fubje& to Erxour ,.,yca,and to total, Apuii:cy ,, Rawe 116 
20, 21+ Bet. bzgh- minded, but fear.» for if God. ſp red j144 tbe natus 
ral braxches, take beed leſFbe alſo ſpare net thee. Beh1/d therefixe the 
goodneſs and ſiverity of God, en them which fell, ſevericy , but towards 
thee, goodneſs , if thou continue in, bis. goodneſ? ., oiberwiſe thox alſo 
ſhalt be cut off» Would the Apulile have written at this rate to the 
WET i oth vin GE = Bad 
'Fifthly,” Proteſtants freely grant,. that the truly Catholick Church 
hath immunity from Errours oppoſite to Fundamental Articles, or | 
to theſe Truths, the misbeliet whereot 1s abſolutely, and in all ca« 
ſes, inconfiſtent with Salvation 4 were it:otherwile, the Catholick 
Church ſhould totally periſh ixom the, carth » which cannor | be ,, as. 
Proteſtants firmly behieye, according to the, Scriprures. | but Romba- 
nifts_not ſatisfied with this, plead tor an abſolute, lafallibiluy to 
their pretended, Catholick Judge »/ or an immunity from-all Docirinal 
Errouirs in Religion , greater and leſſer. Whatloever Argumcnts 
therefore prove not an abſolute immunity of this Judge trom the + 
leaft Dodrinal Errour, fall ſhort of the,mark., Ot mis:;diftin&ion 
of Truths, Fungament3l.and Nog Fugdanyncal, and conſequently of 
the Errours bppulite to. theſe Truths 5, that there 35 ndt 1uchi:abſo- 
late necelfity, in order to Salvation, of imminity from the ones as 
p314Y the other , there will be occaſion to ſpeak ,at more length, 
aþ* 4+ | WOOD 
| Lixchly » Th6x6fore to wrap vp all}. In the, Romaniſts: Aﬀertion of 
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tbe neceſſity of an Tufallible viſible Judge , theſe five things are in- 


_ - eluded. 7x. That this ſuppoſed Judge hath an' Univerſal Supremacy, 


or a Juridical Authority over the whole Catholick Church, to bind 
the Conſciences of all Chriſtians with his Sentences , elſe he would 
not ſerve the neceſſity of the whole Catholick Church, 2. Tnat the 
priviledge wherewith this Carholick Judge is cloathed , is abſolute 
Infallibility, or immunity from all Errour, greater or 1:ſſer , in all 
his DoEtrinal deciſions. 3. That the knowledge of the Infallibility 
of this Judge, is neceſſarily pre=requircd to every aſſent of Divine 
Faith. For this cauſe do they contend fo hard for this priviledge, 
that al Chriſtian Faith may hang at the Girdle of their Infallible 
Judge. 4+ That this Judge is viſible, that is, a preſent Member ot 
the viſible Church aQually exiſting upon Earth, There is no queſii- 
on but the Lord Chriſt is Infallible Judge of all Controverlies ot 
Religion , and that he is viſible in his Humane Nature , but he is 
not now viſible upon Earth, as a preſent Member of the Church 
Militant 3 therefore it 1s another Judge, actually exifting upon 
Earth, for which they plead. 5. That there is a neceſſity of the ex- 
iſtence of this infallible viſible Judge upon earth. It is beyond doubt, 
that there was an infallible viſible Judge in the Church Militant, 
when Chriſt and his Apoſtles did converſe on carth. Now the cſi + 
ted party affirms it muſt be always ſo. 
From all theſe the ſtate of the Queſtion emerges clearly, viz. 
Whether in the Militant viſible Church there be always a necellity of 
a perſon or perſous endued with a Juridical Authority over the 
whole Catholick Church, and with iatallible atfiRance, for deciding 
all Doctrinal Controverlics of Religion , of whoſe Catholick Jurite 
dicionand Infallibility every one muſt be perſwaded,, before he can 
give an affent of Faith to any Divine Truth; J-ſuited Romaniſts 
maintain the affirmative , we the negative : Where it's to be noted, 
that their affirmative bzing a copulative, conſiſting of many bran- 
ches, if any one of them fail, their whole Caule is gone, The 
proof of this affirmative, in all its branches, was that which the 
Adverſary ſhould have hammerca out , had he really intended to {a+ 
tisfie Conſciences-: But any intelligent Reader, upon a flender review 
of his Se. 3. will ſee that this he never once e .deavours , but only 
with ſome frothy-flouriſhes to abuſe unwary Souls. 
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Arguments proving that there is uo ueceſfity of an Tyfallible viſible 
Julge intbe Church» 


Might pcrhaps ſuffi:tently acquit my (c1f againſt my Adverſary, 
| by diſcovering the emptincls of his ObjcQions ; yet the ſuppo- 
ied neceſſity of this infallible viſible Fudge, being the Balis of bis 
whole diſcourſe, and our ]cſuited Romanilis laying the whole ſires 
of their Religion on this Hypothclis, I judged fit, for the fatisfa- 
&ion of thoſe who are not in love with Errour, by afew convin-. 
cing Arguments, to overthrow this Pillar of the Romiſh Faith 3 viz. 
the pretended ncceffity of an infallible viſible Judge. 

Nam collapſa raunt ſub dufiis tefla columnis, 

Arg. 1. There can be no ground brought to prove this pretended 
Infallibility , as in the ſtate of the Queſtion it hath been deſcribed z 
Ergos it cught not tobe believed. The ſequel is evident , eſpecially 
{ceing I hope it will not be pretended that the Aflertion of the Ad- 
verſary 1s, propoſtio per ſe nots , or carries with it an intrinfick E- 
vidence. Nay, Faith being an aſſent founded upon Divine Authort- 
ty, Where no Diyine Authority is interpoſed, there can be no aſſent 
of Faith, The antecedent ſhall be proved ſolutione objeGionum. Ts 
not the teſtimony of an infallible viſible Jadge the ground of all 
Divine Faith, accordivg to this Pampaleter ; It therefore he would 
have us give an affent of Faith to this Article of the neceſlity of an 
intallible vifible Judge , ought he not to have confirmed it by the te- 
fiimony of an ivfallible vitible Jadge ? But no ſuch teſtimony doth 
he alledge in all his Sed. 3. where hc undertakes to diſpute this 
Controverlie, but only ſome miſapplicd ſhreds of Scripture and Fa» 
thers, none of which does he hold as tcftimonies of an infallible 
vitible Judge :; The infallibte vifible Judge being a living member 
of the prefent viſible and Militant Church , would it not then ap- 
pear » that either this is no Article of Faith for which he coutends, 
or that Articles of Faith are not neceſſarily to be proved by the te» 
fimony of an infallible viſible Judge, 

Tnough this Argument need no further confirmation , till I come 
to canvale his objections, yet, for his conviction, I will uſe this In. 
duction. it the neceiticy ot an infallible vitible Jadge can be pro- 
vcd , then cicher by Scripture, or by Reaſon, or by Fathers, or by 

KS - Tradition, 
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| Tradition, or by Miracle, or by Enthuſiafur, or we muſt believe ct.is 
Infallibility of- their viſible Judge upon his own wcrd, but by none 
of thele can it be proved, ergo not atall. jf my enumeration be de- 
{c&ive , let him, orany for him, ſupply it; for confirming the Al- 
ſumption, I ſhortly run through the particulars. 1. Not by Sctip* 
ture 3 for, according to him, I can neither know the Divine Origt- 
nal, nor ſenſe of Scripture , but by the teſtimony of this infallible 
viſible Judge : Doth he not then diſcover that he knows not what he 
does, when he alledges Scripture to prove that there 1s an infallible 
viſible Judge ? is not this to prove iznotum per ignotius ? Nor 2. By 
Reaſon, this pretended Infallibility being only trom {upcrnatural at- 
ſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſtz and ſeeing the veceſlity of the Church 
may be provided for by an infallible Rule, as ſhall appear Cap. 3« 
Natural Reaſon can neither be expe@ed , nor is it alledged by him 
to prove it, Nor 3, By Fathers, ought not the infallibility of the Fa. 
thers tobe firſt proved, before the neceſlity of this infallible viſibleJudg 
be believed for their teſtimony ? And how fhall this be done, ſeeing, 
Fathers confeſs themſelves to be fallible, as ſhall appear Argument $. 
Are there not many ſpurious writings paſſing under the names of Fa* 
thers ? Are not the writings of Fathers otten ambiguous, dark, and 
obnoxious to various conſtructions ? Are there not in thera not only 
ſecming, but real contradictions? Is it not beycnd controverſie, that 
in many places the writings of Fathers are vitiatcd and adulterated ? 
If then therebe necd of the teſtimony of an infallible Ju!ge to know 
true uncorrupted Scripture, and the genuine ſenſe thereof, how much 
more.to know the true and uncorrupt writings of Fathers, and their 
gcnuine ſenſe? conſequently , the proof of the being of 'that Judge 
cannot depend on the teſtimony of the Fathers : Skould the neceſſity 
of this infallible: Judge never be believed until it be atteſted by the 
unanimous ſuffrage of Fathers , thcn none cf the multitude ſhould 
. ever believe it. Are they able in ſuch a thorry qucſtion , to find out 
the unanimous ſuffrage of Fathers? Surely cither the neccflity of this 
infallible Jadge cannot be proved byFathcrs, or this Pamphleter is 
molt unhappy for in all his Farrago of teſtimonies trom Fathers, 
there is not one aſſcrting this thing, as fhall appear when I come 
to conſider the objeFtions. Nor 4. By Traditions for, befides that 
] ſhall be addebted to any who will prove to me the Theſis here de- 
bated by Univerſal Traditicn; are there not as grcat dibates con» 
cerning genuine Traditions, aid the ſenſe of them as CONCcrnir:g, 
Scriptures ? Is there not nced of an infalli]- v.4151: Jdge, to difcri- 
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minate genuin® Traditions from ſpurious ? oo was the Church i im- 
poled upon by pretended Tradition, concerning the Millennium, and 
concerning the © «rto-decimam Controyerlie, &c. It Tradition it 
{.1f muſt be Authorized by the infallible teſhmony of this Judge, then. 
the infallibility of the Judge cannct be-proved by Traditionz or-if 
this Poſtcion can reccive {: ficient evidence from Fraditions, . why 
- may not other Articles of Faith alſo , and ſo-there ſhould be no need.- 
of an infallible viſible Judge. Hence the great Sticklers for the Tra- 
ditionary way are known to be but ſmall fricyds to the infallibility 
of a viſible Judge, Pcrhaps then 5, He run to Miracles ;. It there be - 
a gift of Miracles among Romanitis, are they not very uncharitable, 
who will ſend no Thaumaturgick Miftonaries to Seotland ? Do they 
judge us ſo credulous , as to be ſhaken with the fabulous Legends of 
Miracles, pretended to be wrought in. the Indies, or in Vropia? I 
fiacercly profeſs, one real Miracle ſhould have more weight with me, 
than a million of their Pamphlets. Of. Miracles , I hope to ſpeak 
more, Cap. $. Now only I have two Queries. ho When ever was 
there a true Miracle wrought to confirm this point. of Controverſie, 
that there is a neceſf ty of an infallible viſible. Jidge ? Or that the 
Pope or his Council is this Judge ?- inſtance who can, 2, How is a 
true Miracle tobe diſcerned trom a falſe ? I the rather enquire this, 
becauſe Bell. 3b. de note Eccleſ cap. 14+ Politively 2ffirms , that ge- 
nuine Mir2cles mult be known by the teſtimony of the Church; un« 
doubtcdly he means; this infallible viſible Judge : Then ſure the in- 
tallibility of this Judge is not to be proycd by Miracles : But Circles 
and Labyrinths are fitteſt Ergines to ſupport this myftery of iniqui- 
ty. Muſtwe then, 6. Believe this Judge to be infallible, beeanſe bim- 
ſuf ſays ſo; Bchold to what a pinch theſe men reduce Chriſtianity? 
Ye can have no ground, according to them , to believe Scripture, or 
Chrift,.or any Article of Religion, but upon the teſtimony of their 
infallible viſible Judge 3 that is, ſaith the Jcſuited party, the Pope of 
Rome. Brat how ſhall ye be aſſured that he is infallible? Ye mult, 
torſocth , take this upon his own word. Is not this to make Chri- 
ſtianity ridiculous ; ? Why ſhall 1 not as well b<licye a Quaker on his 
own word , who will atirm his Dreams with as great confidence as 
any Pope of Rome ? is not this prodigiqus impiety ? The Teſtimo« 
ny.ot Gad ſpeaking in the Scriptures ſhall not be belicved for it ſelf, 
alocit it have ſo ttronga contirmation from cxtrinfick motives of 
_ credibility » which the infallibility of Pope or Council never had, 
bat the telitmoyy. of a Pop: ſhall be bclicved infallible on his bare 


word, 


| an Tnfallible Judge. 29 * 
we:d. Is not this to verifie that ſaying of our Saviour, Joh. 5.43. I am 
come in my Fathers Name, and me ye receive #013 if anotber come in 
his ow# name , bim ye will receive * Muſt not theſe men have cither 
V znal Conſciences, or elſe be great Mafters of their Reaſon , that 
can-lay-the ftreſs of their Salvation upon ſo crazy a Foundation ? 
Now 7. 1 know nothing that remains, except with the Quaker, they 
run to Enthuſiaſtical Revelations, for this their pretendcd infallibi« 
lity-. And he may remember, how in a like-caſc, I minded M, Dems 
ſtcr of a diſcourſe of Clypenbarg , the Title whereof is, Papiſtarum 
&: Enthufiaſtarum diſcordia concors. Only both Romanili and Quakee 
mufi give us Proteſtants leave, to defire a fight of their Credentials,. 
elſc we cannot take them for divincly. inſpired Prophets: This one 
pegative Argument is ſvfficient to prove our negative Hypotheſis, and : 
to diſcover the fallacy of this ground of the Romiſh Religion. Per-. 
haps my Adverlary will fay as another ſcribling Jeſait E- 17. in his 
vain diſcourſe, entituled , Proteſtancy without Principles , againſt 
two eminently Learned Perſons, D: Stilling fleet, and M. Poole, That 
we muſt poſntzvely. prove that: there is 10 infallible viſible Fudge 3 but 1 
muſt advertiſe him, to diſtinguiſh betwixt our Faith, and the reje- 
ion of their Errours , 'as no part of our Faith; It ſuffices a Prote- 
ſtant not to believe the necetlity of any infallible viſible Jadge , and 
to declare that to be no part of our Faith 3 and+this is abundantly 
warranted by this one negative Argument.. Let the Paphleter try 
hew he can diſprove it without Sophiſtry. ; , 
Argument 2. The Seat of this Infallibility , or this infallible viſt- 
ble-Judge, is not athignable 3 therefore this infallible viſible Judge is 
but a Chymera : The ſequel I prove , Had God appointed an infalli. 
ble viſible Judge , upon whote teſtimony the Fzith of all the Chri- 
ſtian world ſhould. be reſolved , he would ſurcly have determined 
who this infallible Judge was, cle, as M. Pco!e ſays well in his Ap- 
pendix againſt Everard, page 16 God fhould deal with the World, 
as Alexander the Great, who when he was asked, to. which of his. 
Captains he lett his Empire , anſwered, the beſt; but not defining, 
who was beſt, this became a Seminary of contention 4 or, as ano- 
ther makes the compariſon , like the dying Father , who haviog two 
Sons, Leon, and Pantaleon, and being enquired to whom he woald 
leave his Eſtate, anſwered Tarraazoyr? > wherevpon the two Bre- 
 thren fell by the ears , the one alledging that helett navra all, ao77 
to Leox; the other , that all was lett aayraazorrt, fo Pantaleon. 
Were it not Blaſphemy to ſay , that God hath dcalt ſo with his 
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Church , aſſuring ns that there is an infallible vilible Judge , but not 
revcalinz who heis? jf it benot known who he 1s, people can no 
more reſolve their Faith upon his Authority , than if he were nor : 
it therefore God had intended ſuch a way , ſurely he would have 
determined who he is. It remains therefore only that I prove the 
Antecedent, for which I need no more ,.but give an account of the 
diviſions of Romanifts concerning this thing : if ſuch an infallible: 
vilibie, Jadge were aſſignable , could not Romaniſts, at leaſt , who 
tals ſo much of him, agrce upon him ? But wno is ſuch a ſtranger 
in the world, as not to know their irreconcileable debates about 
this point ? The Jcſuited party make the Pope alone the ſubje& of 
this infallibility ; So Bell. lib. 4 o de Pontif. C4P» 3* Valent. Tom, Zo 
Dijp+ 1+ 9+ 1» punts 7. Sect. 45. Gretſer Tom. 1+ Defenſ. cap. 10. lib «3s 
Bell. de verb, Dei Col. 1450. with whom joyns- Stapleton, Conte 6+ 
q+ 3+ arte 5. who affirms that infallibility is , poteſtas &-gratia perſo= 
aalis , a p:rional power and grace given by Chritt perſon: Petri 
&+ ſuceeſſorum jus , tothe perlow of Peter, and his Succefſors, and 
that it 1s ſopeculiar to the perſon-of the Pope, that-it cannot be fo 
much as repreſentatively in the Councilz- and that it is not only 
falſe, but Herctical , to ſay that the Pope can err in judicio Fidei,n 
dchning an Article of Faith, Yea, the J:ſuits of the Colledge: of 
Clermont (as witneſſes Hex. Foxlis in his Pretace tothe Aiſtory of Roe 
. mith Treafons.)) emitted Theſes ,-:Anno 1661+» affirming that the 
Pope is in@llible Judge of Controverſies, not only extra Concilinm 
without a Cuuncil , bat alſo that he is infallible in matters of Fact, 
as well as of Faith, which is more than Bell. durſt ayer, as ſhall ap- 
pzar Argument 6- But there-b2 on the other hand ns leſs conſider> 
abic D>Fors, © 111 in Pontifice ſed in-Concilio Genergls c9htitment 
z1fallivilitatem judicii de rebus Fidei, (ays Bell.lib. 44 de Pontif. cape2+ 
who place this intallibility not at all in the Pope, bat in the G2neral 
Council only 3 and for this he cites the Pariſizy DoQors, Gerſon, Al- 
maynus, Alpbonſus a Caſtro, yea and Pope Adrian the Sixth. Loe 
here contradictory-Opinions touching this thing am3ng Romanilts, 
and yet Bell. lib. 4. de Pontif. cap» 2. bath the conndence: to ſay, 
t92at all Romaniſts agree in this, that the Pope and the Council cannot 
err. Bat this is both falſe on the matter, and a perfe& Cheat. Firſt, 
1 ſay falſe on the matter, for there be yet a third ſort of great Au» 
thors among Romaniſts , who do afhrm, that both Popes and Genes 
ral COancil may err in matters of Faith , and that the ſubjcc&t of 
infallibility, is multitud? fideliunm , the diffuſive Body of Bclicvers. 
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Of this Opinion were Occam, Panormitan, Petrus de Alliaco , Wal- 
denſis, Antoninus, Cardinal Cuſan , Nicolaus de Clemanges: The pla- 
ces ye will tind cited by Learned D. Barroy , in Apodixs Catholica, 
Tratt. 5 cap. 19+2i. and by H. H, in his Review of the Apology 
for the Church of Romes infallibility , Cap. x. Sed. 7. I will on> 
ly cite one ſhort ſentence of famous Occim, Part. 1- Dizloz- 
lib. 5. cap. 29. & 31+ where he lays down this concluſion , and 
maintains it z Tota multitudo clericorum potelt contra fidem Cath. 1i- 
cam errare & per conſequens totus clerus nox eft ills Ecclefiz que 
contra fidem errare non poteſt, That is the whole multitude of the 
Clergy may err againſt the Catholick Faith, and confcquently the 
whole Clergy is not that Church, which cannot err in matters of 
Faith. But ſecondly ,: thoſe Romaniſis who ſay they do agree in this, 
that the Pope and the Council cannot err, do put a Cheat upon the 
world , as is ſolidly demonſtrated by the Learned D. Barroy, Apo- 
dixi Catholica, traGt. 5. cap. 20. for they do not mean that this inftal-+ 
Iibility is partly ſeated in the Pop?, and partly in the Councils, nor 
are they at all agreed concerning the ſat of this infallibilityz for the 
one half of them , namely the Jeſuited party, hold the Pope only to 
be the ſubj<& of this infallibi ity, and not the Council at all. Hence 
Bell. lib. 4. de Pontife cap» 3+ faith expreſly , Totam firmit atem Conci- 
liorum legitimorum eſſe & Pontifice , nox partim & Pontifice, partim 
Concilis» The other half are as peremptory by Bellarmine his own 
confciſion , that the infallibility is ſeated in the Council only, and 
not at all in the Pope. So that the Jeluited party might as well ſay, 
that the Pope and M. Cox are infallible , as that the Pope and the 
Council are infallible 3 and the other party might as well ſay , that 
the Council and M. Coy were infallible, as the Council} and the 
Pope. Yea, Jeſuits might ſay with as much candouy, as D. Barro 
obierves,. cap» 20. Sed. 4. that they were agreed with Malaimetans, 
that the Popeand the Alcoran were ipfal!ible. By this alſo, 1 hope, 
it wil! appear how vainly they boaſt, as if by their infallible Judge 
they had an cafic way to terminate Controverſies, and a ſure ground 
of Union amongſt themſelves; whereas the infallible Judge cannot 
agree them concerning this FunJamental of their Religion, nor 
terminate this controverfic among them > whether there be an infal » 
 lible viſible Judge, or who he is. Neither can the Pamphleter make 
his eſcape by the tergiverſing evaſion he uſes , pg. 44- That the gue 
ftion is n-t , who this infallible Judge is, but whaher there be one : 
I ſay, thus he carnot eſcape, for I argue from the one to the other. 
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It cannot be ſhewed who is this intallible Judge, therefore there is 
none 3 both antecedent and ſequel 1 have proved, Ought not-the 
Pamphleter in this caſe , for rctolving the a» fit , whether there be 
fuch a Judge, define thee quis fit, who he is? it*s the deſperate- 
neſs of the Cauſe that makes him ſometimes 'tergiverſe, and ſhun to 
declare who is the infallible Judge. But 4 doubt other times-he-be 
- Builty of a greater treſpaſs; he ſeenis'to be of the; Jeſuited party, 
and ſo of that Opinion, that the Pope alone istlie ſeatot this infalli- 
bility : Yet often in this Pamphlet he gives out , as if he held Pope 
and Council conjunadly to be the infallible Jadge, Muſt a Jeſuit have 
liberty to cquivocate, becaulc it is bis Principle ? However I ſhut up 
this argument with a Dilemms« Either there is- certainty of Faith, 
whois this infallible Judge, or not 3 if there be, I askx who he is, 
js it the Pope alone , then the Parifen DoQors, together with a ve- 
xy conſiderable Body of Romanilts , muft be Hereticks ,- who oppoſe 
that Article of Faith if the Council alone, then the Jeſuits and: Je- 
ſaircd party are damnable Hereticks for oppugning that Article of 
Faith 3 if both Pope and Council conjun@ly , then (befide the difh= 
culty of terminating Controverſics when Pope and Council are di- 
vided, and that this deſtroys the Tenct of the neceility of an infalli - 
ble viſible Judge ; for Councils {cldom are ) both the Pariſian Do- 
&ors, and their party, and the Jcluits with their party, are Heretical, 
tor they both place this infallibility either in the one or the other , bat 
not in both conjunRly : if then they contels that there is no certain» 
ty of Faith, whois this infallible vitible , ſeeing they cannot pitch 
upon him without charging the halt of theix own Church with Hee 
xcfie: Then ſurcly God hath not :appointed an infallible vifble 
Judge, in whoſe teſtimony our Faith is ultimately to be reſolved. 
Had our gracious Lord appointed ſuch a Judge , ſurely he would 


have told who he were, but not having detined who he is, certain» 
ly there is none : meg 3 Petar. | 

Argument 3, Both Popes and Councils have erred groſly in mat« 
ters ot Faith Ergo, both are infallibly tallible, and conſequently 
there is no infallible. viſible Judge in the Church, nonc elfe pretend+ 
ing thereto. Jn confirmation” of the antecedent, a whole Volumn 
might be written of the exrours of Popes and Councils , I will only 
glean up a tew, that ir may appear what kind of infallible Judges 
theſe are , upon whole teftimony Romanilts would have all Chrilji« 
anity to hang, 


. And hirli for Popesz doth not Gratian in the Canon Law, Dif,40. 
| CaPs 
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-Cape | $3 Papa, fay the Pope may be judged when he is deviut &-fides 
-that-1s, Heretical ? 'Did not Tertwll. l;h. contra Praxeam cape 1+ ca* 
-raQcrize Pope Zepherin , or as other will have 'it, Pope Elentberiur, 
:a52 Montamiſt 5*Where alfo Beatus Rhenanus writes on the Margin 
. of Tertullian , Epiſcopus Romanas Montanizat. Is it not acknow- 
Aedged by Platina in Vita Marcellini, and recorded in the Ancient 
-Martyrologites , yea in the Roman alſo, as is confeſſed by- Jcluit 4- 
- corizr, Part. 2. Moral. lib. 5. cap. 5- that Pope Marcelline facrificed 
-to Fupiter *-Doth not Athanaſius in Epiſt. ad ſolit. vite agentes, and 
' Hierom in Catal, virorum illujtrium #1 Fortunationo, ſay, thut Pope 
Liberizs ſubſcribed to the Arrian Hercfie , and to the damnation of 
Athanafins ? Is-not Felix, who poſſeſſed the Papal Chair , Liberins 
being expulſed , charged with the ſame Herefie by Hierom in Catal. 
in Acatio? Was not Pope Anaſtaſius the Second a' Neſtorian , it we 
may credit Alphoxſus 2 Caſtro lib. 1, contra Hereſe cap. 4. 15 it not e- 
vident that Pope Vigilins was Anathematized by the fifth General 
Council ? Are nut the Cavils of Baronixs, Binnins, and others, to vin* 
dicate Vigilizs from Hereſie,, ſolidly diſproved by Crabanthorp in 8 
large Volumn concerning this fifth General Council 3 yea that Leatn- 
ed Author, Caps 4. Sed. 20. ſpares not toinfer , that not only Pope 
Vigihins, but alſo Baroniaus,Bell.Greiſer, Pighins,V alentia, and all Aﬀer- 
ters of the:Papal infallibility, are involved under the Anathema's pro- 
nounced in the fifth General Council. Was not Pop? .Henorines a 
Monothelite ? Did he not tcach his Hereſte ex Cathedra , being con- 
ſulted, as to that matter , by Sergius Patriarch of Conltantinople 3 
and therctore was Anathematized by the fixth General Council , and 
his Heretical Epiſtl-s ordained to be burned, A. 13- This blot of 
Honoriws ſo netcles the Jeſuited party, that they have forged a world 
of Subterfuges , but none of theſe Fig;-tree leafs will cover the ſorez 
as bclide others, our Learned Country-man Door Fob Forbes of 
Corſe hath demonſtrated, lib. 5. inſtruG. Hiſt. Theol. 4 cap-1 0. ad 3 1» 
What ſhould I mention the ſhameful work that was betwixt Pope 
Formoſus, Romanxs, Theodorus Secundur, Fohn 9, upon the one hand, 
and Stephanies the ſixth, and Sergizs the third , on the other; of 
whom faith Platina , in vita Romani, nibil aliud bi cogitabant quam 
& nomen & dignitatem majorum ſuorum extinguere. Neither were 
they- only Controverſies of Fat which were agitated betwixt them, 
as Bell, alledges , tor Stephens and Sergius pronounced Formſus no 
Pope, and his Ads and his Ordinations null, and all that were ore 
dined by him to-be reozdaiued, Is the queſtion of Reoxdination, 


whether 
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whethcr Ordimzicrs made by Formeſus were valid', whether althe 
time of Fermeſys there was any Pope, and covſiquently whether 
"there were any infallible Judge , meer queſtions of ta? Are they 
not at leaſt ſuch queſtions of ta&,:that on them depend queſtions of 
Faith and Manners ? Nay, this Papal rage ſwelled fo high, that For- 
moſus is raiſed by. Sergizs out of his Greve, diſmembred , and: , 
thrown into Jzher« What ſhall I fay- of that Brand.of Hcll, Gre= | 

' gory the {cventh, of whom Cardinal Bezyo gives this charaQer, in. . 
lib, de vita Greg, 7. that he. was an Murtherer, an Adulterer , a Ne- 

cromancer, a Schifmwatick:, a Heretick, and the worſt of Mortals. 
There be black charaQters ct upon him by-many cther Hiſtorians : 
Yet I wondcr not to ſee Bellarmine, and the Jeſuited party, to plead - 
ſo hardly for him , for their Treaſonable and Heretical Principles of 
the Pepcs JurifiQtion above Princes, diſcover them to be diſpoſed : 
to trace the footſteps of that perfidious Pope.. Was not he the man + 
that ſtirrcd up Rodolph of Sucvia againſt -his Mafter- Henry the J. . 
Fourth, and wrote upon the_ Imperial -Crown. which he ſent to .. 
Nm. | | 

. Petra dedit Petro , Petrus Diadema Rodolpho, 

Did not Pope Celejtize 3. Herctically afſcrt , that Hercfie deſtroys - 
the Band of Matrimony..,. as tcltthes. Alpbonſws a Caſtro, lib. 1+ cap4. 
Did not Pope obs the:22+ deny that - Souls of- Saints are admitted -. 
_ to the Beatitical Viſion before the Day.of Judgment ? Yea, and ime 

poſed it upon the Univerhity of Paris, that they ſhoujd graduate 
none in Theology , except they did {wear to maintain that Hereſie. 
all the days of their life, as Alphonſus 2 Caſtro lib. 3+ de Hereſ: tit. 
Beatitudo Here. 6,. brings, in Adrian the ſixth witnethng, How 
Piteous an evalion-makes Bell. for- him , as if this might have been 
taught by him without Hereſie before the Council of Flurence. Can 
the Church make that to be Heretical, which was rot Heretical 
that de fide , which was not de fide-?. If (he may not, -then Bellar= 
mix's Apology for Pope Joby 22, is null : if the may , then. bclides, 
that they who aftixm this, ought by folid reaſons to 1nfirudt ſuch a 
Powcr , ſhe rather docs hurt than good » tur by her definitions , ſhe. 
makes that Sin. which was not Sin, and that H:refic-which. was not 
Hcrelie. - But there. ,was a more grievous Monſter of that name, 
_ Foba 23. whois ſaid to have atficmed that the Souls of men are Mor- 
tal, and pcriſhlike the Souls of Bruits, The words of the Council 
of, Conſtance, Seſſ. 1 1+ concerning him are , Dixit & pertinaciter cre « 
didit animam hominis cum corpore humano mori & ex'ingui ,, adinſtar 
Rn animaruns 
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 apimaritmn* brutorum, Bell. lib, 4. de Poptife, cap» 1.4. to wipe. off fo: 

foul a ſtain from the Papaty queſtions, if he were a lawful Pope. 
But Plati-ra tells ht was choſen at Boyoni z omninm conſenſue It's mote 
ſpeciou* which the Cardinal adds, that though his Intidelity. was 
| Libelled againſt 5im, yet not proved. To ſhew that I love to do” 
1jght to the werſi of Popcs, I do acknowledge, that in the Proceſs 
}-tmd nt particulzr mention of the probation of this Article; Yet 
En uſt add, that the Council would never have ſiftained this, asa 
Relcvant Indictment to be Libelled againſt a:Pope, it they had not 
ſuppoſed that a Pope could be guilty thereof. And beſides, he was 
reelly conviftcd by the Council of moſt Atrocious Crimes; infomuch 
that tic was commonly called 's D-vil-Incariate, - Who will. fay that 
ſuch a'rnan had immunity from Hereſic or Inhdelity; let be from all 
"Errour. /Ir's irkforze to me to' rake turther in this Danghill Have. 
not {ome Popes bcen groſs Ipnorants, adeo-illiteratiut Grammaticam 
neſeirent, (aid 2 Caſtroin the firſt Editions of his Work , de Hereſ. 
ib. 14 2aps 4+ though in the ſubſequent impreſſions, as Whittaker 
obſerves, Controve 4+ 9. 6+ cap. 3+ heſuffered a Caftration. Some Chil- 
dren, as Bexmet the 9. a Boy of ten years of Ape; if Glaber may be 
crediced, a Writer of that time, to: whom Bell, ae Script. Eeccleſ. 
gives this charaQer that, Scripfit ſatir amuyats. Yct ſach flattering 
Sycophants are Jeſuits, that Bell. s not aſhamed: to ſay., lib. 4. de 
Pontif.cap,5. It the Pope ſhould command vices and prohibitivertues, 
all men WCcre bound to believe VICE to be-good,and vertue to be evil. 

Who deſire a more full Catalogue: of Erronious 'and Heretical 
Popes, and a contutation of the Apologies which:Jcſuited Roma- 
 Hilts have deviſed for-them with more-ingeniouſneſs than Ingenuity, 
may conſult our Learned Controyerſiſts. 4lbertus Pighins, notwith- 
ſtanding theſe, and many ſuch like lucilent: infances of erring-Popes, 
yet is not aſhamed to mention , that. the Pope cannot err in matters of 
Faith , no not ſo much as a private perſon : But for-this he is juſtly 
chaftiſed by his own Fellows, Melchior Canws loc. cam. tih. 6 cap. ult. 
and Jeſuit Azorius, Part. 2+ Moral. lib. 5« Cap 5+ 9- 2+ "Others, asis 


teftihed by Azrins, caps cite qe 3, have the confidence to fay, that the 
Pope cannot exr, at leaft in his public definitions concerning Faith, 
or Manners, Ft/ abſque ullo confilio & diligentia 'rem fidei- aut mo» 
rum definiat ; that is, though he take no counſel, nor uſe any means 
to find out the truth. ' With theſe Greg. de Valentia ſeems" to go a- 
long, lib. 8. de Annal. fid.czp. 10. but this alſo is judicioufly confu- 


= tcd by Melchior Canus Poce cm. lib, 5. cap. 5, who affirms they 'might 
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as rationally expe a plenteous Harveſt, though there were neither. 
Tiling nor Sowing. Nor is theix ordinary evaſion lefs ludibrious, . 
that though the Pope may err as:a private perſon , yet not 4s a Pope, de- 
fining ex Catbedya. Well, did Whittaker cont. 4. de Pontific, q46-cap. 3+ . 
redargue that evaſion with the ſaying of Xſchines againſt Crefphon, . 
9 i privatim improbns_ eſt unuquam poteſt publice probus..eſſe s & qui: 
d.mi nequam eft , illeme in Macedonia quidem honeſtus _.&; bonus fuit. 

If the Pape be an Heretick.in his Cloſet , how ſhall he be Qrthodox: 
in. his Chair ? Doth the Spirit of God prompt him to.detine in Ca- 
thedra, contrary to his private judgment ? or hath he.a promiſe of. 
Illumination how ſoon he ſteps up to his Chais ?-What needed then 
a Judicial Preceſs againft Joby the 23, for .Herclie.? Had there not. 
becn a more caſie way to reduce him co. an. Orthodox mind., by ſet-. 
ting him. to define ex. Cathedra ? Can Romaniſts agree among them« 
ſc]Iyes, when he ſpeaks ex Cathedra ? Doth not Learned D. Barrox in 
Apodex. Cathol. trad. 5; cap. to, rehearſe a multitude of their ſtag- 
gering conjeQures as to that thing 2 Is there not need of an infalli- 
ble Oracle to tell us when he ſpeaks ex Cathedr3 , that we may know 
when he ſpeaks infallibly, and when heretically ? 'Would it not ap- 
pear that Hoxorizs defined ex Cathedra tor the Monothelice Herefie, 
when he.. was conſulted by the Patriarch of Conftantineple. concerning 
that Controverſie ?. Did not Pope V13zilins define ex Caibedra, wacn- 
he.declared ex Authoritate ſedis Apoſtolice,in Nis Couſtitutum which was 
exhibited to Fuftinthe Emperor and to the fifth General Council,the 
Epiſtle written by Ibas Bithop of Egeſſs againſt Cyril, and agaiukt rhe 
Epheſine Council, to be Orthodox, which was found by the titth Gene 
Council to contain moſi impious, heretical, and Neſtorian P: inciples? 
Is it not a ludibrious evalion of others tolay, The Pope as Pope can- 
10t be a. Heretich , becauſe how ſoon he turns Heretick, .. be ceaſes. to be 
Pope. ., Alphonſus a Caftro, ſays they who anſwer thus , Foeantwr in re 
ſeria 3 and inctic&k attribute no more infallibility to the Pope, than 
tothe meaneſt believing Colliar 3 every B:liever in this (uſe is ins 

fallible , namely in ſenſ# compoſito , for how ſoon he turns Herctick, 
he ceaſes to be a true Believer; if every private Hercſie degrade a 
Pope , how then ſhall we kgow who is Pope, or graced with infal. 
lible affiitance , ſeeing we cannot be certain but he cntertains ſome 
private Herelic? Among all the Subterfyges of Romaniſts , I know 
none more ludibrious than that of Greg. de Val, Tom. 3. Diſp. 1+9-1. 
pund. 7. col. 233-'( wherein yet they chiefly confide ) viz that the 
Pope may be ſmitten with a manifeſt errour , or with an errour ag rinſt 
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which tbe Church hath given a prior definition , 8nd may endeavour 20” 
obtrude it upon others by bis definitive Sentence , but that be cannot” 


give Sentence for an errour not manifeſt, or for an errour againſt which: 
the Church bath pafled no. former definition. 1 am ſure there is no 


Feſtige citherin Scripture or Antiquity for ſuch a diſtin&tion , nor yet 
is it agrecable to ſound Reaſon , it being much more eaſe to fall ins - 
to an crrour not manifeſt, than into a manifeſt errour , there being; : 
more means to preſerve from- manifeſt, than from not manifeſt er= 
rours 3 if therefore the Popes infellibility -doth not: ſecure him 'a-* 
gainſt manifeſt errours, much leſs againſt not manifeſt errours: if” * 
the Scripturesalledged for infallibility prove net his immunity from 
manifeſt errours, how ſhall his immunity from not manifcſ crrours- 
from them to be.concluded. The Pope, as a private perſon, may be 
ſmitten with a not manifeſt errour by-the confeſſion of Valentia 3 if 
then. the exigence:of the Church require-a deciſion of that Contro-' 
ycrlie , mui not. the Pope diſcern according to his private errour ?- 
It's a piteous. oft- come of the Jekuit ; that God will take away the: -- 
Pepe. by death , )cit he ſhould paſs ſentence for ſuch an errour. A+ 
gooflly paſs indecd ro which his 7nfallibility is broaght 3 M. Dem- 
ſter, and this Pamphleter, ſpake of Infallibility as a ſpecial afliftance* 
of the Holy Ghoſt guiding their Judge unto all trath , but.now it's 
turned toan aCt.of {everity in killwg the Pope, leſt he ſhould give: - 
out an exronious.lentence, But (ecing God in the: depthof his Judg-* | 
ment. hath (pared Popes. to confum manifeſt errours by their ſen-* 
tences , who ſhall affure us that he will not permitthem-alſo to con» 
firm not manifeſt errours ? To this it's anſwered-s That there is more* © 
bazard to the Charch-by a not manifeſt erronr , than' by 's manifeſt one>' 
for when tbe Pcpe defi nes contrary to a prior definition ; then be it known - 
to be a Wolf , and uot a Paftiy ; but when be defines a not manifeſt ers' 
rour , then there is no mean lift ta know :himrt0-be an -Imepoſtor ," and ſo' © 
the Church were beand-to aſſet t0 bis erronious- Sentence, But this 
Reply takes for granted two maniteſt untruths. Firſt, that there is -- 
no ground by which ts diſcera Truth trom Errour, but the detini-- . 
tion of the Church z. whereas, when the Church is firſt to define a - 
Truth, ſhe mult have ſome. ſure-ground why ſhe gives Sentence for” 
this rather than for the contradictory. thereof, conſequently there: 
muſt be a ground by which to diſcern Truth from Errour antecedent 
to the Churches Sentence. Secondly, that the Church is bound: to 
aſſent to the exronious Sentence of a- Pope: - But: where ever did 
God ſo far inflave the Conſciences of his people to erxonious. Teache 
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--efs? Moreover, the hazard to the Romiſh Church'appears tobe:much* 
- the ſame, whether the-Errour-for: whichithe; Pope dchnes be mani- 
- {eſt or not z for by his definition it. becomesnot manitcit to them, he 
having a mu'titude of Paraſites to.deviſe dittindions and glofles to 
. elude prior definitions, as either not- being dctinitions of the Church, 
. or not contrary to this. As {c}] out when Eev the 1 0; paſſed his 
Sentence in the Lateyun Council for the>Popezs Supremacy-, contrary 
-to the definitions of the Church in the Councils of Gonftaxce , and' 
Baſil, how many Advocates were fet on work to maintain that theſe 
definitions of Conſtance, and Bfil, were no definitions of the Church, 
Or of-.O:cumenick: Councils ? Ina word, ſo:manitelt it is that Popes: 
may. crr ;in Cathedra concerning matters of Faith, that the ſame is 
aſſerted, by. eminent Romiſh Lottuars, as Gerſon, Almay 1s, Pope A'- 
. drian6. Alpianſus & Caſtro, &c. cited by Melchior Canus lib. 6. be, 
come cape To» and: by. Azerius, Part. 2. Moral. lib.5. cap+ 4. Yea the 
© Fcſuited, DoQrine of-Papal Infallibility is pronounced by Thomas, 
Ab Albiii in $010 Buccine, tra@t- 2. Seft. 22. not only Heretica, but 
Archiheretica & mater ſpurciſimcram errorum, that 1s ſuperlatively 
- Heretical, and the ſource of .pcſtilent erroars : What need 1 more 2) 
. Doth not Pope Innocent the 3« confeſs the fallibility ot Popes,” Serme. 
2. de Conſec. propicr ſolum peecatum quod in fide committitur ,' Þoſſune 
ab Ecclefia Judicari: it Pope Innocent-truly affert the fallibility of 
- -Popcs, then ſurely they .are fallible , and if: tally by his falle-Afſer- 
tion he demonſtrated that-Infallibility was not tyed to his Chair. 
Ncxt, as to Councils, Protcftants have much more reſpc& for 
- xea]l Occumenick:Synods, conſiſting of Paſtors from 311 true Chur- 
ches of Jc{us Chriſt, than any/Jefuited Papiſts. Proteſtants acknows 
ledge, that real. O;cumenick-Synods are the Sapreme viſible Ecclcſi- 
aſtick; Jadge of -Controverhies of: Religionz and that they have 
_choice, promiſes of Gud: for their affiftance, if they fincerely ſeek 
his glory , andthe diſcovery of truth ; Yet there not being promis» 
ſes, that all the members of an Occumenick Synod, or greater part 
of them, / ſhall infallibly obſcrve. the conditions upon which that aſ- 
- iſtance of, the Spirit: may be expe&ed; . Nay, on the contrary, ſecing; 
in thele, Mectings much may be done through fa&ion or interett, aud 
thole who come thither in ſimplicity may be byaſſed by the influs 
ence of others, therefore we cannot aſſert an abſolute intallibility of 
Councils. But Jcfuited Papilts are (o far injurious to Councils, that 
they will not have Councils to be acknowledged , except they bs 
. called by the,Pope, aud ſwear ſubjcRion to him ;- Yea , and they ſu- 
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- ſpend all their infallibility upon the ratification 'of the Pope. Bee. 
libs 4+ de Pomtif. cap. 1. deals plainly; , Conciliorum Judicium tum fir= 
mum O&.ratum eft,, quum acceſſerit ſummi Pontificis confirmatio , þra> 
inde ultimum judicium eft ſummi Pontiſicis, fo they eſteem of Coun- 
cils only 35 they ferve their intereſts, Upon'this account, Bell. lib. x. 
de Concil. cap. 4. divides Councils into thoſe that areapproved, ard 
thoſe that are not approved; thofe that are partly approved, and 
partly diſapproved , and thoſe that are neither approved, nor diſaps _ 
proved. . Hence Vives in lib. 20. Auguſt. de civit. Dei cap. 28. Ita- oy 
que illa Demum iis videntur edifta & concilia quantum-in rem ſuam 
facinnt , reliqua non pluris eftimant quam conventum mu'iercularum 
ix textrina vel thermir. By this it may be judged whether we or 
Komaniſis deter moſt refpect to Councils. 
That Councils have crred', may be demonſtrated by {ad inſtances; - 
It were cafie to ſhew, that late Popiſh Councils are patched up of as 
many groſs errours, as there be points in difference betwixt Roma- 
niſts axd us: Ionly mention three of thoſe, fo luculently repugnant - 
to clear Scriptures , and the Ancicnt. Church, that he- who runs 
may-read. And firſt, What wit of mencanclear from/errour the 
Decree of the Council of Conſtance. Siff. 13, wherein 2he-balf Com- 
munion was enalitcd, and that with a nox obſtante, both to .Chrifis | 
Inſtitution , and to the praGtiſe of the Primirive Churchs Second- 
ly, Is it poſſible for any man to reconcile the Dzeree of the:Council - 
of. Trent, Seſſe 22+ Can. 9. of celebrating the Worſhip: of. God in an un> - 
known tongue With 1 Cor. cap. 14+% 11+It 1 know not the meaning 
of the voice , I fhall be to him that ſpeaketh a Barbarian, and he-a 
Barbarian tome, Then ſare the Council of Trent cliabliſheth a -bar- 
barous Worſhip in the Church, inſomuch that their own Cajetax on. 
1 Core 14. faith , Ex bac Pauli DoGrina habetur quod melius ad -edi+ 
ficarienem Ecclifie eft orationes publicas , que audiente populo dicuntur 
dici lingua-ccommuni & clericis & popwlo , quam dici Latinee Thixd- 
ly, Doth not the Decree of the-ſecond Council 'of Nice, and- of / 
Trent , concerniug the Religious Adoration of Images , diredly ccn- 
tradict the Scripture, Exod. 20.5. yea, and the Univerſal praftiſe - 
of the Ancient Church, They may ſce this from their qyyn Piche- 
rell. in diſſert. de imags but. theſe, and ſuch like inſtances, would 1n- - 
gage me upon the proſecution of other Controverltes. .. > act 
I ſhall therefore now hint at a few other, examples 3 and: firfi 
would have Romaniſts reſolve, whether the General -Council: of-- 
Chalcedon did e:r when it enacted, AG. 15+. Cane 28. and AG _ 
$2d8 
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. ghat the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople have equal priviledges with the 
' -Biſhop of Rome. If it did err, then General Couucils may err if 
not, then the Supremacy of the Pope of Rome falls to the ground. 
I know Bzronins, Binxius, and Becanus , alledge that Act to be of no 
force , as not being approved by the Pope of Rome, and his Legats. 
But it rather follows, that the Fathers of the Primitive Church 
| were not of the preſent Romiſh Faith, concerning the Popes Supre- 
macy, and the dependance of the force of Dccrees of General 
4 Councils upon tbe Popes approbation : For though the Popes Le- 
oats, whohad withdrawn themſelves from the Council at .the. firſt 
making of this Canon, did defire the Ad to be reſcinded, and re- 
-preſented the diſſent of the Biſhop of Rome, and fparcd.not to 
ſuggeſt that it was carricd on in a diſorderly and taQtious way , the 
whole Council unanimouſly adhered ro the Act, and cryed out, 
Hec jufta ſententia , boc omnes dicimus , gue eonſftituta ſunt valeant, 
omnia rele Decreta ſunt. Sure cither this Council deſtroys the Popes 
Supremacy , or if it erred, the infallibility .of Cauncils fails to 
the ground. | TS | 
Did not the ſecond Council of Epheſus err groſly in giving ſen- 
tence for the Eutychean Hereſie? And the Council, of Sirmium, Ari+ 
minum, Antioch, Tyye, &c. who did approve , or at leaſt interpolate 
[the Arrien Herefie? Nor will it falve-the.. matter co ſay »that-th 
were unlawfulCouncils. For what made them-:unlawtul?. Not the 
want of a due Authority, they being Convocated by Imperial  E- 
.dids, as well as the four famous uncontroverted General Coune 
cils, and-ſome'of them were very numerous ,- only they were un- 
lawful,: becauſe they. pronounced. erroneous. Decrees. - Perhaps it 
will 'be replyed ,.:that they were not approved by the Biſhop of 
' Rome 5 it that xendred them invalid , how came it that the Ancient 
Fathers,. when they were urged with the Authority of thoſe Coun- 
cils , did not caſt them on that account? Can a Poſt-nate appro» 
| bation of the Pope make'that true which in it (elf was talſe ? What 
a goodly infallibility ef a Council is that , which ariſes from the Ra- 
tihcation of the Pope z as it a Council began to be infallible, after 
It had ccaſcd to.be? I can imagine no tolerable ſenſe in this, but that 
the'Counall of: it ſelf js fallible , and that the whole infallibility is 
; tobe- refounded on the Pope, But that. Popes have erred, both in 
; the Chair , and out of the Chair, T hope I have already proved : 
\ What need I more ? Have not Councils alſo approved by Popes er- 
.x6d ? Was 1t-not an abſurd errour inthe Council of Neo-Geſarea, ap= 
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* ' proved by Pope Leo the 4. as appears by Gratis diftsi2 0. tap. de Tibel» 
lirs to condemn Cans 7« feeond Marriages? Was it not a Cyclopick er- 
-- xour in the Roman Coxneil, approved by Pope Nic#las the 2, tohold 
+ the true Body:of Chriſt in the Sacrament, ſeyſualiter traftari, frargi 
' & dentibus atteri, to be ſenſually handled , broken and torn with 
tecth ?- Was it not an errour repugnant both to Scripture and Anti- | 
” -quity in the Lateran Cornneil, under Pope Alexander the 3. Can. x, de 
- conjugatis , to give leave to perſons ſolemnly and lawfully married to 
- recede from their Vow, ſo as the one , without the conſent of the other, 
': enay enter into a Monaſtich, life , declaring thereby the Momrioge to be 
' difſolved? Theevaſions whereby Romaniſts would cloak theſc impi- 
- ous-errours, are judicioufly ' refuted by the Learned Deavenant , de 
Jud. controv. cap» 23- Was not the ſixth General Council, and the 
-..Canons thereof , which by ſome are termed Canoxes Synodi quin Sex« 
| te, approved by Pope Adrian 1. in his Epiſile to Tharaſius in A. 2» 
Concil.2, Nice. Doth' he not there call them Canones Fure ac Divinitus 
ab ipfis promulgatos, or as it is in the Greek, «rJs5 wer xa1 Nawfngs 
yet it cannot bedenicd but ſeveral of theſe Canons are erroneous, as 

Can. 2. approving the Council of Carthage under Cyprian , which eſt g- 
 bliſhed Rebaptization, and the 72 Canox, which diſſolves Marriage be» - 
twixt perſons of different perſwaſionsr. Yea:Romaniſts now ordinarily 
condemn theſe Canons 5 and the rather, becauſe ſome of them fo lit« 
tle favour their intereſt, eſpecially Can. 36. which equalizes the Bie 
ſhop of Conſtantinople to the Roman. Might not inſtances* be given 
of Councils confirmed by Popes decreeing contradi@ions ? Were 
there not contradictory Councils at Conftantinople in the ninth Cen- 
fury, concetning Photizs.and Ionatins , approved by the-Legats of 
the Popes of Rome , and both declared Occumenical , by no leſs te- 
ſtimony than the Latin or Greek Church? Did-not Bell. ib, de Images 
- cap. 8. Sed. wtimo probatur , (ay, that the Countili of Trent did ab 
wit the piquring ot God theFather ? Yet*Dallews lib: 4. de Image 
cap. $. hath ſufficiently evidted , rhat it was diſallowed by the ſe 
cond Council of Nice, contirmed by-Pope* Adrian the x, thouzh o- 
therwife too too greſly idolatrous. "The contradiQions betwixt the 
- Councils of Conſtanceand Bzfil on the one hand , defining the Cours 
cil to be above the Pope, and of the-Laterax under Leo the 10. on 
the other , detining Sefſ: x 1- the*Pope tobe above the Council 3- are 
{o evident, that Jeſuit Azorius Part» 2+ Inflit. Morel lib. 4+ cap. 1'5- 
cannot deny themz and thereupon he acknowledges Romaniſts to be 


divided into two contrary FaQions. Yet as the-Lateran Council was 
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approved by Ly ,. fo. was the. Council of Conftance by Pope Myy+- 
tin 5- Seſſe, 45». Can Popes confirm contradidions without errour; .. 
unleſs it be ſaid, as the Jewiſh Rebbins did of the contradictions bes 
twixt the Houſes of Sbaymnysi and Hillel. Urraque ſunt verba Des - 
viventis , both parts of the contradiGion are not oply-.true, but alle 
the words of the living God. 

Is this any.new Aﬀertion of Protcſtants ,. that Councils are falli- 
ble ? Was not this tayght by. Anftix in manyplaces , particularly in - 
that luculent teltimony\,, 1th. 2. de Baptiſm contra. Doxatiſt. cap. 3. 
which . I had cited againſt Jeſuit Demſter , wherein Anuſiin prefers 
the. holy Scriptures to. all writings of Popes and Councils, and in . 
the end concludes, Plexaris Concilia pricre 2 poſterioritusr -emendari, 
that the former Plenary or Oceumenick Councals, may be correed 
' by the poſtzriour 3 therefore he ſuppoſes that Plenary Councils may 
be ſmitten with erxour. . To this the Pamphleter replys , pag. 4.3s 
that Auſtin ſpeaks. not there of decrſious of Faith, which he bc 
from Bell. it 2+ dexcgneil. cap. 7+ but .it hath been often confuted 3 
for. the queſtion 'which Awuitiz is. there diſputing , is a queſtion of 
Faith 3 zamely, whether the Baptiſmof Hercticks be real Baptiſm , and 
whether they who are baptized by Hereticks. ſhould. be rebaptized. The . 
Donatifts to coofirm.theix Opinion , alledged. the Authority of Cy- 
prianz andthe Council of Carthage under hims Auſtix therefore to .. 
cnervate that Objcf&tion , ſhews ; that Scriptuve- is to be preferred to 
the writings both of Fathers and Councils, and that former Coun« 
cils, though Plenary. and Occumenick,, may -be- corrected by fuc- 
cXding Councils. This Anſwer had becn. impertinent, had he only 
been ſpeaking of queſtions of Fa, and not of Faith : For the Dos 
vatifts muſt bave replycd, though Councils may err in matters of 
FaQR,yet the preſent queſtion betwixt them and him. was-dogmatical; 
yea the words of Auſtin,which the Pamphleter, tracing Bell.tootſteps; 
doth urge for his expoſition, do make againſt him,for he ſays not only 
that Priox Councils are amended by Poſteriour, quzm aliquo rerwm ex» 
periments aperitur quod clauſum eft, which is done in matters of Fact; 
but alſo qurm cognoſcitur quod latebat, which is done in matters of 
Faith 3 which alfo. is obſerved by Stapleton , controv. 6.9. 3+ arte 4+ 
ad. 1. arg. And therefore he betakes himſelf to another evaſion 3 
namely, that ſvbſequent Councils are ſaid «to. corre former Councils, 

 oxly becauſe they explain. mare dil«cidly. what. was wrapt up more ob- 

' ſeurely in former Councils. But this (ſurely is repugnant to the ſcope 
of Auftin, who to refute the Obje&ion of the Donatifts from the 

the Authority of Cyprian and the Council of Cartbage , holds bow 
| tnis . 
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- this as the priviledge of the Scriptures above all teſtimonies of Fa- 
. thers and Councils, whether National or Plenary , chat of the trutl: 
of things delivered in. Scripture, dubitari & diſcepteri non poſſtt ; 
it was not lawful at all todonbt:-But Councils National do yield 
6 Plenary Councils, and latter Plenary Councils do cone the fore 
- mer, "Whereas if he only meant, that the latter Councils do illuftrate 
- and explain the former , no priviledge ſhould be aſcribed to the 

Scriptures beyond Couneils , for one Scripture may likewiſe illu- 
- firate another; It's beyond doubt , when he ith, that Nationa! 

Councils cede to thoſe that are Plenary , he means that National 
Councils may err 3 therefore when he fays, that ſubſequent Plenary 
Councils may correct former Councils, he means alſo, that -Plenary 
Councils may exr- Was the Pamphieter (o ignorant, that he knew 
not that the evaſion which he teok from Bell. was anſwered by Prov 
teſtants3 or if he knew , why endeavours he not the vindication 
thereof, But his work appears to have been all along to pick up any 
thing that ſeemed to make for him out of other Popiſh Books ,- not 
once noting what had been replyed thereto. 

"Lafily, I cannot omit the obſerve of Thema: ab Albiis 3» ſors 


Buccine trad 2+ Sed. 21. that before any-can be aſſured of the in- 
fallible aſſiſtance of the Spirit. given -to Councils in-their <Judicial 
Deciſions, they cannot but be intangled with-a world of perplexed 
debates , as to what Councils, and in what caſes 'this infallible affi- 
ſtance is due, concerning the Convocation of Councils, the power 

of preſiding in them, the. preſence of-Delegates: fromall Churches, 
the manner of Conciliary procedure., the number and weight 6f 

ſuffrages, their confirmation, and thereception of Couticils by all - 

Churches z :Do they not ſhut up Souls'in inextticable Labyrinths, 

| who make their Faith tohang on ſuch thorny difputes-?J ſhall dlofe 
this diſconrſe ,- concerning Councils, with-three« ectimonics,, two 

from Fathers , and a third from a famed modern Remaniſt. The 

firſt ſhall'be from Athaaſmes, Epifts de Synod. Arimin. &Selexc. pays 

873+ edit. Pariſe 1627. fruſtra-igitur circumcnrſtantts pretexunt ob 

fidem ſe Synodos poſtulare- cum fit Scriptura potentior omnibus ; that Ts, 
in vain do they run about, demanding Synodsfor cſtablifhing Faith, 

ſeeing the Scripture is more powerful than all Councils : The other 

is from Nazianzen, Epiſt. ad Procop. $ivera ſcribere oportet , 21a ani” 

mo affetius ſum , ut omnia Epiſcoporum Concilia fugiam ," quonions 

nutizns Concilii finem letum fauſtumque vidiz that-is, to ſpeak the 

trath, Lam fo diſpoſed , that Line eofceno more Councils , for 
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] never ſaw.any-of: them had a good and comfortable iſſue. -1 40- 
not. mention: this teſtimony of Nazzanzen to diſcredit all Councils, 
God furbid, I impute-only- thatwhereot he complains 'to the ini- 
quity of thoſe times; yet by this teſtimony. itclearly appears, that 
the Father judged not. Councils-abſolately infallible. The third tee 
ſtimony from a modern Romaniſt , Thomas ab Albits in Sono bucct« 
12, trad. 2. Sec'2 2. touches-both Popes and Councils, where he 
compares the ({uppoſed) corruption of the Rule of Faith made by .. 
Hereticks, ({& he defigns Proteſtants) to an.Ulcer in._ the Skin, and . 
outward: pagts of the body , which: is not ſo vety. dangerous; bur 
he. reſerables the. aſcribing of Judiciary Infallibility to Pope or - 
Council," whereby -theg-are exalted above all that is called Gerd, 
unto.an Weer in the bowels , which diffuſes its poyſon through the 
vitals ; and kills the perſon : And fo-much of this Argument 3. 

* Argument 4, If there bean infallible vifible Judge , he muſt pro» . 
ceed in giving definitions of®Faith either difcurtively, or by Prophes 
tical inſpiration, but by-neither of theſe ways can he proceed 3 er» 
go, &ce It any challenge the enumeration in the major , it cons - 
cerns him to aſlign another way of his procedure ,, til-which, I pro» 
ceed to confirm. the minor. And x. Doth this Judge proceed by - 
Prophetical Taſpiration? Are all the: Popes of Rome_Prophets? Had - 
Pape - Pius the 4. Martin the 5. Expeninithe 4+ Leo the x0. or the 
conſtituent Members of the Council of Conftance, Baſil, Florexce, Las - 
teran, Or Trent, Prophetical Infpirations * Where are their extraore 
dinary Credentials correſpondent to ſuch extraordinary Inſpirations? 
The Apoſtles ſpake with Tongues, and wrought Miracles: Had Pope 
Paul. the 3, Julins the 3. Pixs the.g. or the Treyt Biſhops, ſuch 
Scals of their Apoſileſhip ? Is there not as good cauſe to believe the 
Divine Tnſpijrations of deluded Ozakers, as of Popes, or Papalings? - 
Muſt all be believed to-be divine)y tnſpized, who fay they arz ? Hath 
not God ft us a Rule by which to-judge of Impoltors? And. what -. 
elſe is that Rule but the holy Scripture, 1/2348. 20. :Is not thisa goods 
ly ifſue of Papalinfallibility 2 Papifts and' Quakers are-not ſuch E- . 
nemies as they would make the World ' believe. Some may thiok, 
perhaps, I play upon Romanifts, when 1 charge them with Enthuſi- - 
alms, but I do them-no wrong ; it's the Do&rine of their own. 
greateſt Authors. Stapleton-controve 4+.4- 2+ in explicat, Art. No- 
2ab, 4+ faith , That the Dofrine of the Church, undoubtedly he means 
this 1nfallible viſible Judge , 3s diſcurſwva in mediis, but Prophetics 
&, Diving in conclufionibus , Divine and. Prophetical 1m the concluſi- 
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on an Hifelhible Judges, <3 
ons, though only diſcurſive in the premiſes. I doubt if more ludis 
brious non-ſenſe, conccrning Enthukiaſms, ever.dropt from: a Qita» 
wy Jay doth Judicieus Rivet in. Iſagoge ad Seriptierins cap. 20% 
Sets © 

For to ule difcaurſt toinfera concluſion , and yet to expe that the 
concluſion ſhall not be inferred by argumentation , but only be ſtigs 
geſted by Eiithufiaſm, or Divine Inſpiration ». & pelle & nolle argu 


mentari ; Surely the definitions of this infallible Judge not depends - 


ing upon the premiſes, nor being inferred by them, but being dis 
vincly, inſpired, according to Szapletor, they.cannot properly be cons 
cluſions, . but muſt be Divine Oracles 3 is not this toeſtabliſh per- 


fc& Enthuſiaſm ? were thisa truth, ought not the definitions of this - 


infallible Judge be joyned to the holy Scripture 7 Neither want there 
Aiithors among Romaniſts who aſferc this3 as Teftefore the Domini» 


® 


can, cited by River, caps cite $ ect. 9. who aftmed, Secram:Scriptaram 
continert partim in bibles partim in tecretalibus Pottificuim Romano» © 
run: And Melchior Canus, lib. 5. cap. 5; teſtifies, that- one of their - 
Learned Doctors affirmed in his preſctice definitiones Conciliornis ad - 
Sacram Seripturam pertinere, May 1 not hereuſe the word: of- the - 
Prophet , Fer. 23-28. What is the Chaff, to the IFheat:, | ſaith the 
Lord ? it may be enough to prove the falthood of that way, that nia- -- 
ny eminent Doors of the Romiſh perfwaſion are''aſbamied of it, - 
particularly Bell. lib. 4+ de verb. Dez Cape 9. lib, 2. ae Conciliis cap,  ;- _ 
Melchior Canus lib, 2+ caps 7. Alphonſus 2 Caſtro libs t« cap+$. Bec. - 
trad « de fide cap, 2+ q« 8+ Sed. 4. who all are aſhamed toaſſert; that - 
Pepes and Councils paſs out their definitions by umediate Revelati»: - 
ons : And the Univerſity of Paris, Anno 1636 emitted a Decree, -. 
condemning the forcſaid impious aſſertion of 'Teftefort ; as witneſſes _ - 
Rivet. Tſagogs cape 20+ Seft. g. who would have a; more full account. 


of the Fanaticiſm and Enthuftaſms of the Church of Rome, I remit 
them to. D. Szilingfieet's late diſcourſe of Romiſh Jdolatry ,/ cap-4- 
IF therefore* vn ſay that this Judge procceds diſcwſively.,:whith 
_ was the other branch of. the Aſſumption, I argue againſt them thus : 
I+ Then this infallible Judge muſt have a clear and infallible, yea, and 
a publick ground (for now he proceeds not by ſecret Enthuſiaſm ) 


from which he deduces his definitions; andif the Judge antecedent». 


ly to his definitions have. a clear ground'to believe that which. he is 
to define , why may not others.alſo believe.-upon: the ſame clear 
grounds , without the ſentence of an infallible viſible Judge 2 Cer- 


tainly-cither the Judge defines.an Article of Faith, which himſelfdoes: - 
not. -- 


wi) F 
a.” »* 


. cenſurethis-DcQrine of Srapletons, as repugnant to itſelf. - 


2s No neceſſity of 
not believe , but conſequently to his own definition , atid becauſe 
he ſays it himſelf, or if he believe it before he defineit., thenan in- 
fallible viſible Judge is not neceſſary 3 For that, without which Faith 
may behad, is not-ſimply neceſſary to Faith , but Faith may be had 
without the ſentence of an infallible vifible Judge , as appears in'that 
antecedent A& of Faith which the Judge hath before his own ſen- 
tence therefore the ſentence of an infallible viſible Judge is not ſim... 
ply neceſſary: to Faith - or if Romanifts will needs fill maintain it 
td be neceflary, it will be neceſſary , and not neceſſary , neceſfary 'ex 
Typotheſi,-not neceſlary, becauſe the Judge hath Faith antecedently-to | 
his ſentence. -Is it-not a' Noble Poſition whicli Urives the Aferters 
thercof either upon the Rock of Enthuſiaſm , or clſc involves them 
in a contradiction ? Butſecondly, this Judge proceeding diſcurſively 
in his definition of Faith, is fallible in the premiſes, ergo, he is falli> 
ble alſo.:in the. conclufion : The ſequel is clear, it being impoſſible to 
deduce a true conclufion from falſe premiſes: Whatever may ſeem to 
follow ratione forme; yet nothing can ration” materie, \ceing, as 
Philoſophers: demonſtrate, "afſtyſus concluſionis attingit objetium pre- 
.miſſarum »if- therefore the premiſes be falſe; the concluſion muſt be * 
likewiſe falſe : The antecedeht is acknowledged by Romatiifis therns 
ſelves. Hence Stapleton; controv. 4: 9. 2+ if explic. arte Nothb. 26 Kee 
elefia in' ſungulis mediis non habet infallibilitatem & peculiarem S$. $an> 
Hi diretionem ſed poteſt in illis adbibendis probabili interdum non (em- 
per neceſſaria colleione uti. Ratio eft quia Ectleftaſtici non babint ſci» 
entie divine plenitudinem, fic de ſeipſo dixit *Anguſts Epiſt. 119. caps 
I 1- in-Scripturis Sauflis multo interdum plara neſcinnt quant ſciunt, 
nibilominus Eccleſia in conclufione fide ſemper'eft certiſima,” Let me 
now appeal.all: knowing: perſons , if cither Sctipture or Fathers do 
4cltifie ,- that God gifts any with infallibility in the conetafion , and 
not alſo inthe-premiſes : -Were not the*Apoftles-infallible in both ? 
Sceingjtherefore-Popcs ſucceed not to Peter in his infallibility in the 
; 4 ang .neither.do they ſucceed him inbis infallibility in the con» 
: ſion» TH0IH 9 | x LY | 
. _Argi-5+ It's impoſſible forRomanifts "eſpecially the Jeſuited par- 
ty, according to their Principle, to know infallibly who is truly Pope, 
or which istruly. a lawful Council; ergo , it's impoſſible that they 
can infallibly reſolve their*Faith upon the ſcntence of ay infallible 
viſible Jadge : The ſequel is good," becauſe that they may reſolve 
their Faith upon the teftimony+of an infallible Judge , it is neceflary 
that they know him to beſuch, and there is none paetending Fo be 
| | that 


an infallible Judge. 47 © 
that infallible Judge, but either Pope or General Council, or both 
zoyntly. The antecedent is proved by a threefold medium. 1+ From 
the caſe of Schiſm. 2. Of Simony. 3. Of the want of due intenti- 
'ons in the Minifiry of Sacraments. I lay firſt from the caſe of Scbiſm 5 
there have been many grievous Schiſmes in the Romiſh Church, not. 
withſtanding their vain pretence of Unicy- Oxphrizs in Chronol, 
Pintific. reckons out no leſs than thirty , one of which laſted from 
Urban the ſixth to the Council of Conſtance , no fewer than fifty- 
years, if we believe Ouzpbrius. There have been two or three Po 
at once; Alter in alterum ſ#viebat, faith Genebrard ; All this while 
Bell. confeſſes, 1;be 4. de Pontifice eap. 14, that it was an hard matter: 
to know which of them was the Jawtul Pope. Was al Chriſtian 
Faith gone from the Church becauſe of the uncertainty of this infal- 
lible Judge ? 2+ The ſame is more luculently confirmed from the caſe 
of Simony. It's acknowledged by Remaniſts , that Simony makes 
void the Ele@&ion of a Pope, as js held out by :Gratias in the Canon 
Law, Cauſa 1+ q- I. cap. 3» Now that there have been many. Simo« 
niacal intruſions into the Papal Chair, is as evident as that-any in 
thoſe late times poſſeſſe] it- without Simony.. Hence Plating in vits 
Sylveſtri 3 eo tunc Pontificatus devener at ut qui plus largitione valeret is 
tantummods dignitatis graduem bauis oppreſſis & rejeltis- obtineret, &c» 
The Papacy in thoſe days was come to that pa(s,. that-he who by Bri- 
bery could do moſt, alone obtained the dignity, good men being op+ 
preſſed and rejected; which cuſtom, ſaith.PJatiza, would to God our 
times did not (ill retain: And Spondanus , ad Annum 1033. brings 
in Glaber thus complaining. Hew ſedes. Apoſtolic, Alaſs thou Apoſio- 
lical See, which in the days-of old was the glory of: the world, art 
now, oh-ſhame*! become Simonis officine, the Shop and Forge of $;+ 
mou Magus , and Hammers contiqually are beating on the Anvil to 
make helliſh:coyty. You may bave heard of Gezebrards complaint,that 
in the fpace of 150 years, from Fobx 8. to Leo the g. the Papal Chair 
was poflcfied with Apoſtatick Popes, who. entered in #ox per of ium 
ſed per poſticam , not by. the Gate , but by the Poſtern, Once I 
thought upon the teſtimony of Cicarella, in vita Sixti 5. thar Six- 
irs 5. had come to the Papal Chair with as much innocency from Si- 
moniacal Penſation , as many of the late Popes; but now I find that 
his entry alſo was both Simoniacal and pertidious, whereof the 
Reader may receive a fall account from Henry Foxtis Hiſt. of .Romiſh 
Treafons, lib. 3. cap. 2+ from which that Author concludes the nulli- 


ty of the EleGions of ſundry ſucceeding Popes, not only of Urban 74 


Greg . 
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- © Greg+ 14+ and Tunocent 9. but alſo-of Clement 9. to all whole Ele&i- 
- 6ns did concur a multitude: of Cardinals who had been created b 
Sixtns 5. a Simoniacal Pope , and conſequently a 20x habente poteſt a- 
.- 8emme Is any thing more evident from Hiſtory than the Simoniacal 
- intruſion of Beyiface 8. Alexander 6, & co Nay, ſeeing theſe Simoni+ 
acal tranſa&tions may be ſo ſecretly conveyed, that it is impoſſible te 
know who enters the Papacy without them 3 therefore it cannot be 
infallibly known who truly is Pope. The Simomaca] entry of S;x+ 
. #5 D«intus, probably had never been diſcovered, had not Sixiws vio» 
lated his Simoniacal contra& made with Aloyſius , Cardinal de Eſte, 
which provoked: the Cardinal to tranſmit- the original contract ſubs 
ſcribed by Sixtrs own hand to Philip the Second King of Spaiy, 
who being lately diſobliged by the Pope , threatned toaccule him of 
- Simony in a Council at Andaluſia; but the ſpeedy death of Sixtus 
. prevented the Proceſs. 3+ The fame is yet further confirmed from 
the Popiſh DoGrine of ſuſpending the efficacy of Sacraments from the 
intention of the Miniſters thereof, according to the Decrecs of the 
Councils of Florence in Inflru. Armen. and of' Trent, Sefſ. 14+ cap» 6, 
and from the Bull of Les the tenth againſt Luther 3 therctore it's ime 
. poſſible to know infallibly if theſe whopals for Popes or Biſhops:;-be 
- Popes, Biſhops, Prieſts, yea or baptized , conſequently they cannot 
infallibly know whether any who were in the Council of Trext.were 
capable to be conftituent mernbers of a Council. -Fhe cavils. of the 
- Adverfaries againſt this laft inſtance were confuted, cap. I, 
| Arg 6+ Both Pope and Council , who only are pretended-to' be 
this infallible Judge , may err in queſtions of Fa& 3 therefore ao 
in queſtions of Faith , the antecedent is confeſſed by Romanilts them- 
ſelves. . Hence Bell. lib. 4. de Pontif. cap. 2. faith ;. Convgniunt omnes 
Catholici poſſe Pontificem vel cur concilio generalicerrare in controverſiis 
 fatli particularibus, que cx informatione teſtimouiiſque hominum pr» 
cipue pendent; that is, all Romanilſts agree , that rot only the Pope 
.. as Pope, but alſo with a-General Council may err in matters of 
. Fat, If any will adopt that new notion of the Jcluits of Clermont, 
. that the Pope is infallible, as to matters of Fact, he muſt: firlt anſwer 
--the arguments brought in the contrary'by thoſe -of their own. party, 
before I waſte time in confuting ſo notorious a falſhoodz and the 
-. rather, ſeeing my Adyerlary yields, pag. 43+ that their infallible Fudge 
.. may err in matters of faG. - The {cquel is clear ; fceing the deciſions 
of many queſtions of Faith with them, haye ſuch dependance upon 
- queſtions of Fad \, that if the Judge err in the qucſt.on of Fa, he 


cannot 
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© an" InfalliblasTutlge. 49 
cannot but err m'the queſtion's Fairh.: To prove this Fer | Thall' fa- 
tisfhe my ſelt ' with theſe two inflances, ad hominem, againſt Roma- 
nifts. Firſt, all Articles of Faith are net contained in Scripture ac- 
cording to them , but ſome are only. to.be fetched? from! Traditions. 
when tlicrefore this viſible Judge. is to determine a, point not contain- 
cd in Scripture,-to be an; Article of Faith ;he can' have no:cviderice 
thereof bat from Tradition ,-nor of the Tradition, but by the te- 
ftimonies of Hiſtories and Records of: Antiquity, &c. Now is it not 
a meer matter ok-Fa&,, whether Records-of Antiquity b: genuine or 
corrupted? whether the relation'of Hiſtorians be true'or talſe ? and: 
therefore this, viſible Judge may ;be ;deceived as to-theſe ,-and con» 
fequently concerning the Article of Faith. whoſe evidence: depends 
thereupon. But left I ſhould ſeem only to argue upon a rarely con- 
tingent ſuppoſition, . take a late example + When the Pope and 
Council of Trext defined the: number of the Books of holy Scrip=- 
ture and. determined the Apacriphal Books: to be Canonical, they 
had no ground to walk -on but Tradition y and. here undoubtedly 

their Errour, in matter of .Fac, led them to an errour in matter of 
' Faith; for theſe Apocriphal, Books were-never received by Univerſal 
Tradition., ſure not by Metito , Faftin Martyr , Athanaſius, Hierom, 
the Council of . Leodiceg,:yca,nor by Greg. 1+ as D-Coſtns hath fully 
demonſtrated in,his Scholattical Aiſtory ot the Canon of Scriptures. 
The other inſtance I give,is from the Canonization of :Saints, where- 
in he proceeds meerly upon humane teſtimonies of the Sanity and 
Miracles of: fuch a perſon, in which undoubtedly there may be dex 
ceit and fa/ſhood , as. Cajeten, and tother Romiſh Authors confeſs 3 
which cannot but infer Errour, in point of Faith, among-Romaniſts- 
K it not a queſtion of Faith, whetherſuch a one as Ipnatinr, Xavier, 
&'ce may be inyocatcd as Saints ? conſequently fallibility, in matrer 
of Fac, cannot but infer fallibility in matter of. Faith. 

Arg. 7- Who ever pretend to. be the infallible viſible Judge. of 
controverkes of Faith, either have not.Jurifdicion over the whole 
Catholick Church, or the Church may be without them z-ergo, there 
is not a _neceflity of ſuch an infallible: vifible Judge, as is deſcribed 
in the ſtate of che-controverſie : The ſequel is evident, becauſe the 
aſſerting of the neceſlity of an infallible Judge , among other things, 
1mports theſe two, as was :ſhewed in ſtating of. the controverkie. 
1+ A Juridical Authority over the whole Catholick Church. 2. That 


the Church can in no caſe want that Judge. If therefore that Judge 


have not JurifdiQion over the whole Church, or the Church may be 


H | without 


without him-, there is no neceſſity of ſuch an infallible Judge as Ra- 
maniſts. do contend fer ; The antecedent is cafily proved , that a 
truly @ecumenick Council_hath Juxiſdidtion over the whole Church. 
35.n0t eenicd 3. but it isclcar , that the Church may be without. Ge«. 

neral Councilt, The firſt 300 years , from. that Council of Fernſz- - 
lem, AG 15+, until the Niceve , there. was none , when the Church -. 
was ſo much tofled with Perſecution and Hercfte.. There have becn ... 
long intervals. bctwixt General Councils; theſe. divers: hundred - 
years really, there have been none : How much the Councils. of Cox- 
ſtance, Baſil, Florence, Piſa, and the Loteran under Leo the.tenth, are. 
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queſtioned by. Romaniſts' themſelves , is ſufficiently known. Many:. 
Learned men, as Gentilletus, Foachimms, Urſinus, have. demanſtrated 
that the Council of Trext was neither free, nor general,. nor Ortho- 
dox. Since the Treat Conventicle; Papiſts. themſelves pretend not to. 
a Genera] Council , nor is there-probability in haſt-of any ergo, it: 
a Council, or Pope and Council conjundtly beJudge, yet there isno .. 
nec<flity thereof , ſceing the,Church may be, and often hath been. 
without that Judge : 1t- it be {aid that .the Church neves wants Ocs» 
cumenick Councils when her. necefiity .rcquires them, it is eaſily res 
pelled; there were many controverlies of Faith to be: decided in the. 
tirtt three Centuries concernivg Rebaptization ,. the Mil'ennium, & ce 
yet all that time there was no Occumenick .Conncil. - Are there nat. 
many controverſies at preſent. in the Roman Church betwixt Jeſuits - 
and ]wſenifts, Dminicans and. Jeſuits, Franciſcans and Domini- 
cans? -How many debates are among them concerning, the. ſenſe of - 
many of the Tridentize Canons ? Is there not need of one Oecume- 
nick Council ;, if that. coald termivate the debates of Chriſtendom ? - 
It. therctore the definition of a living infallible Fudge , as oppoicd to . 
a written juanimate rule , be neceſſary for the refolution of Faith, 
thea cither God is wanting in providing, for the necellities - of. his - 
Caurch , which were Blaſphemy to afſaxt, or an Occumenick Coun* 
cil which very raxely fits (yea ſome doubts if ever,. at leaſt. fince that 
of Jeruſalem, Att. 15- and-therefore ſpare, not to call. it a Black. 
Swan ) cannot be that living Judge. As for the Pope alone.,, neither » 
is he abſolutely neceſſary , nor. hath he JurifdiQion over the wholg 
Church.. , 1 ſay firli he is not neceſlary, the Church may be without 
him, not only in the intervals betwixt. the death of. Popes, and the 
EleRion of their Succeſfors,, ſometimes for two, ſom times for ſec- 
ven. years , but eſpecially in caſe of illegitimare intruders, of whom 
 Hiſiory gives alarge account 3 neither when they are, have they Ja- 
| ri{diction 


wh... 6 3111440 1, NR 
-xi{diQion over the whole Catholick. Church, © Let the Biſhbpdr 
-Reme produce their Patent for ſuch an Univerſal Juriſdiction , 'aad'Ie 
(hall be diſproved. Certainly the "Ancient Church believed no ſuch 
thing : Had Cyprian and Firmilian believed this Supremacy 'and* in» 
fallibility of the-Pope, would thoſe holy Fathers fo ſtcdfattly with . 
ſtood the determination of the Pope in matter of Rebaptization ; 
Had the Fathers of the Coancil of Chalcedn believed it, would they 
have given cqual priviledges to the Patriarch of Conſtantinople ? Had 
Auſtin and the African Church believed it , would they have pro- 
nounced ſuch ſevere Decrees againſt them that appealed to. Reme'? 
- Seeing then the Pope hath no Univerſal Juriſdiction , and-both he 
and General Councils may be wanting , there is no-neceliity of them 
as the infallible viſible Judge , with-power to paſs obligative ſentens» 
ccs on the whole Catholick Church 3, ard btfide them, there is none 
who lay claim to ſuch {Prerogative 
Arg. 8. The Ancjent Church acknowledged no infallible viſible 
Judge ſince the Apoſtolick Age; ergo, this Notion mult be a novel 
invention of Romaniſts : The ſequel being clear, an Army of tefti» 
monies from Fathers might be brought to confirm the antecedent. 
For brevity ſake, let Hierom and Auſtty ſpeak for the reft3 Hierom in 
Epiſt, 62+ ad Theoph. Alex. 'Scit) me aliter habere Apoſto/ot , aliter reli- 
quos traftatores, illss ſemper vera dicere, iftos in quibuſdam ut homines 
errare, I Make a difference betwixt the Apoſiles. and other Writers, 
thoſe always ſpake truthz but theſe in ſome things did err. Awuſtix 
Epiſt. 11 2+ ad Paulinum , thatwhich is confirmed by the Authority of 
holy Scripture , is without doubt to be believed, aliis vero teſtibus vel 
teſtimoniis , but for ether witneſſes or teſtimonies , -ye may recetve or Ye» 
 jeft them as ye find they have more or leſs weight of reaſon. Many 
more fuch teltimonies are brought by D Barro:» Apods Cathol. trat.. 5. 
cap. 18, and vindicated from the forged gloſles of Tanner , Gretſer, 
and other Jeſuits : It's a piteous evaſion , thas thoſe Fathcrs dy not oj y 
eompare the Scripture with the writings of private Fathers, but not witb 
the definitions of Pcp:s and Councils z tor they expreſly oppoſe the 
Scriptures to all writings befide the Canon of Scripture, Auitin E- 
Pi 1.9. Solis Scripturarum libris didici bunc bonorem deferre , ut unul- 
lum eorum ſeribendo -ereaſſe firmiſſime credam: Yea, expreſly he com- 
pares Szriptures with Councils , lib. ad Donate poſt collat. cap, 1 5. and 
lib. dewnite Eccleſ. caps 18. and cap. 19. and lib. 2. de bapt. contrs 
Dont. cap. 3. But not to infiſt on that which is ſo copioully doneby 
others, Azſtix's opinion in this is fo clear , that-I only delire you to 


H2 | Rear 


4 ” be-F - y , "23-5 t p Kd 
aw > 
1 
.——* 


=— 


_ 


Kan HIS gs Fd LY zo hs ; x 42 4 l Wo q \ . : b G- F 
. Fe ” i is. : o » LECT: - 
A 
- ”  ——_ ie ; : * * -» 
. yy - ® þ F Sy KS YT 44-3 FEY 
2 NJ #wece 


It is to bexoted, faith he, that Auſtin ſpeaking of other Writers befidg . 
the Pen-men of the Scripture , makes no difference of theſe Non: Cano- 
.nical Writers , whether they be, Popes, or.others, whether, they write 10. - 
Cnandl, 'r oun of Contait, the Joe judemint je.j2_be-þale on 

Arg. 9«._1f Popiſh Arguments, be valid', why-the Scriptures can» 
not-be the ground of Faith, and terminate controverſies of Religi« 
on then ueither can the Sentences of: Pope or Council, whether - 
taken ſeparately or. conjan&ly : For thty may be retorted with equal - 
force upon the definitions of Popes and'Councils, as ſhall, God wil- . 
ling, appear in the next Chapter, ©" 


I 


Ie-were eafie to accumulate more arguments frem Scripture, Rea* 
ſon,and Antiquity, againſt this abfurd polition of Romaniſts , con-. 
cerning the necellity of, an infallible. viſible Judge 3, bat, Ihope, theſe - 
may ſuffice > who defiderate more, 1 remit then to Whittaker , cou 
trov» 3. de concil. q«.6+ controve 4» de Pontife q« 6. to Ritet Iſageg. cape 
20. to D«-Bgrron Apodex. caps traft. 5. cap. 56+ &c« tO Chillingworth 
cap. 2 3+ to the Lz Falkland his Diſcourle , together with H. H. Re- 
view of the Apology 3 to D. Shirman again, F. Fobnſon , toD. Stile 
- ling fleet's Rational Account-of the grounds of the Proteſtant Reli - 
"gion, Part. 1.cap+8. to MiPooPs nullity of the Romitſh Faith, cap, 

4. to'Tomb's Romaniſm diſcuſſed in Anſwer to H. 7. his Manual of . 
Controverſies, Art. 9: &c, As for the arguments which the Pampble- 
ter attributes toms , from pag\4.4+ to 48. albcit he gives pitcous An- 
{wers to divers of them , yet becauſe they are of his own framing, 
and he adheres not to the Arguments propounded by me againtt 
M. Demfſter , I thought not fit to blot Paper ac the time in canvaſing 

. his Anſwers.thereunto. Infallibility is a ſpecious nation 3 but under 
pretence of an infallible Judge, to'draw Souls off. fram building their 

- Fajth upon the infallible Rule of holy Scripture , to reft' on the di- 

. Rates of fallible and fallacious men z_ is to overturn che very Bilis 

of Chtiſhan-Rebgion » inſomuch that Reverend Foſeph Hzll, in his 
No Peace with Rome, Sed 5. oh this very account aſſerts, Reconcilia+» 
tion with Rome to he impy ſible. CE eos | 

I ſhut.up this part of 'the Dzbate with the confeſhi3n of. M. Creſ” 
ſy , a late Apoſtate te'Popery , Exoml. caps 46+ Sed. 3. where he ac» 

- -knowledges the unfortunateneſs of the word Inf2llizility, and pro- 
teifcs he could>tind no ſuch word in any Council}, that no necelfity 
appeared to him that he, or any Proteſtant , ſhould cyer have heard: 

| 8 tnat 


hear the. coufefſion of Oecanr, Part 3+ Dial. traft. 1-1 libs 3. cap 24». . _ 
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thit- word named, much leſs preſſed, with ſo much earneſineſs,, as. 
of Jate it hath been generally in Diſputations, and in Books of Con» 
troverſie3 and that M, Chillingwerth combates this word with too 
much ſuccelss and therefore he wiſhes that Proteſtants may never 
be invited to combate the Autkority of the Church . under that no- 
tion. 1 know M. Creffy tinding that the ]cſuited Party were offend« 
ed at'this freedom , made a kind of RetraQation for this ; but how 
diſingenuoufly and unfortunately , is ſhewed by D. Tillaſos in; the 
Rule of Faith , Pare, 2. Sed, .,. page 131, If 


SECT, TIL, 


fible Fudge , diſcuſſed. | 


T now remains that I conſider what ſeems to be of any moment 
Fu the- Pamphleters Objefions: : They. may be reduced to two: 
Heads. Ie Scripture miltaken. 2. Abuſed Authority.of Fathers, I ſhall 
take a little notice of both. Ras A 

Firſt then from Scripture , in his. Sc@.. 3. page 38. he. ſcrapes to- 
gether theſe teſtimonies , Dext. 197. 8. Mat. 18. 17. Mats 16+ 19. he 
ſhould have ſaid, Mt. 18. 28+ 20. 1 Tims 3. 13. he ſhould have (aid 
15, thePillar and ground of Truth': And to make his Progreſs ſeem. 

' com;pleat, Was nct ( faith he ) the Church Tuage in Religion for the 
firſt two tbouſand years , before any Scriptures were nrittens To which 
I reply : 1. That the Pamphleter ſeems to have forgot his Theſis :. 
, Ishe not to prove that there is an infallible viſible Judge ? Ought he 
not then to make uſe of a medium, the Faith whereot doth not de-. 
pend upon the tcſtirrony of this infallible Judge 7 Is not. the Faith of- 
the Scriptures, their D;vine Original, thc ſincerity of the Tranſlation, 
and ſenſe of the words, grounded, according to this Romaniſt, upon- 
the teſtimony of the infallible Judge 2 What a jugling circulation 
' then is this, to prove the infallibility of the Judge by Scripture ; 
which, according,to them, I cannot believe , till firſt 1 ſubſcribe to- 
* the irfallibility ef the Judge ? How have Becan, Gretſer, Turnbul,efc.. 
* toiled to ſweating, toextricate thernſcives , yet (till they remain ſhut. 
np ina circle, bclicving the Scripture for the teftimonyot their in- 
* fallible Judge, and the infallibility of the Judge for the Scriptures, 
' as may appear by the arguing of this Circulator. But ſecondly, 
Doth not this miſcrable Pamphleter cut the throat of his own cauſe ?- 


For- 
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34 No neceſſity of 
For pags 39. he aſſerts , That the Supreme Judicatory y;wboſe Infell;- 
bility is proved by theſe Scriptures , 1s 4 General Council. cumpoſed of 
all-the Biſhops and Paſtors of the Church. Now furc it 1s, that there 
vs no ſuch General Council in the Church at-.preſent , nor do Roma- 
diſts alledge there hath been any theſe hundre4 years. How imper- 
tmently then were theſe Scriptares brought to prove the actual exi- 
ſtence of the infallible viſible Judge ? or if the General Council be 
that Judge, then it evidently tdllows, that the Church. may be with- 
out that Judge, clſe Gzneral Councils ſhould-fit without intermith» 
on. Thirdly, The utmoſt that can be colle&ed from thele Scriptures 
is, that Councils have Judiciary -Authority , that proper Genera] 

Councils have Supreme Eccleſiaſtick Juriſdition for dection of con- 
troverſies of Religion, and have peculiar promiſes of Divine Alli - 
{tance for hitting on the right ſenſe of-Scripture , eſpecially in things 
that are neceſſary to Salvation , providing they fincerely uſe the 
means appointed by God , which. Proteſtants do not deny, lf this 
were all intended by theſe Scriptures, xo1 infertur elenchus $ For hence 
it docs not follow, that Councils ſhall always be , or that the major 
part in'General Councils-ſhall.{tacerely uſe the means appointed by 
God for finding out truth, or that in their decifions they never ſhall 
* deviate from.truth , (far leſs that an Aſſembly of the Popes ſworn 
. Vaſſals (ſuch as were thoſe that afſembled at Trent ) are a lawful Ge- 
neral Council, or havecither Juriſdi&ion over the whole Catholick:. 
Church,aor infallibility in their decifions,. Let all the. Jeſuits in Exe | 
. rope try.if they can hammer out this concluſion out of any, or all 
thole Scriptures.:: Fourthly, Have not-Learned Protcftants a thouſand 
times vindicated thoſe Scriptures from the corrupt gloſſes of .Roma- 
niſts ? Ought not this-Pamphleter, had he jutcendcd to fatishie any 
jadicious Reader , have confuted 'the exceptions of / Proteſtants a- 
gainſt their Popilh gloſſcs ?. But it ſeems our Miſhtonarics do ſo bru- 
tifie the reaſon of their Proſclites, that they ſwallow down all their 
DiQRates, how irrational foever, as infallible anl unaaſwerable O- 
racles. .1 will not trouble this Pamphleter to read large Volums, ri- 
fling of Pamphlets appears to have becn his greateſt liudy » I (hall - 
only remit him to M. Po{'s ſhort, bur judicious TraQtate of the nul- 
lity of the Romiſh Faith , where he will.fad all thoſe Scriptures, 
and many more to this purpoſe, ſolidly vindicated ; Det. 1 7+ $+ in 
his cap+2. Seft. 12. At. 18.17 in his caps 4. Seft, 15. Mat. 16.19. 
in his cap. 2. See, 7,8, g. Mat. 2% 20 in his cap. q+ Sed. 18. 1 Tim: 
Ze 15. lg his cap... Se, tg. Yet fitthly , left I ſhould diſmils the 
| Reader 
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Reader with any. diſlatisfaQtion, 1 will give a tonch of all the parti- 
culars mentioned- in the ObjeQion. | | 
1 begin with zbe 2000 years wherein: be ſays the Church wss Judge 
before the Scriptures were written. But what then? is the caſe then 
and now alike? then the Church had no written Scripture. Does it 
therefore follow ,-that now: it hath none either? Was the Church 
Judge in queſtions of Religion? Quid boc ad rbombum , Isthat'the 
queſtion, whether the Church , that is , the Rulers or Paſtors con- 
vened ina Synod, have a. Juridical power? is not the queſtion, whe- 
ther theſe Repreſentatives be abſolutely infallible in their decifions of 
Faith? is a Judicial Authority and Infallibility terms: reciprocal ? 
Would he pull down the Thrones of Princes, becauſe they arrogate 
not Infallibility ? 1f he would have concluded any: thing , he' ſhould 
have ſaid, in the Church, in thoſe days, there was a ſtanding ordi- 
nary. infallible viſtble Jadge, with Jariſdition over ' the whole 
Church. Tf this he go about to prove , .he will endeavour toderive 
the Pedigree of their Popes and Councils higher than I thought they 
pretended. I imagined Peter had 'becn the tuft of the'S:ries, but 
now, it's like, they will aſcend to Adam: I have looktupon'Platine 
| and Oxwphrins Catalogues of Papes, but there I find not the Cata- 
logue of Antediluvian and Anteſeriptural Popes, from the- Creation 
until Moſes time 3 which , if the Pamphlzter look over his Chrono= 
logick Tables again , will be found to exceed 2000 years. In theſe 
times the Charch had the fame Doftrin2, for ſubſtance, which now 
15-written in the Scriptures, taught by: Patriarchsand Prophets, and. 
conveyed by Oral Tradition from Parents'to Poſtertty : ' But becauſe 
Tradition iu it felt wasnot fo ſafe a way-for preſerving Religion in 
ts purity , therefore the Lord was pleafed to prorogate the lives of 
Patriarchs to many Centuries : Adm lived till Meth»ſelah was above 
200 years old , Methuſelab hived till Sem was near an 10c, and Sem- 
out-lived Abraham; So that this Tradition nceded not paſs through 
more than two hands, betwixt Adam and Abraham , for the ſpace 
of more than 2co9 yearsz and withal he raiſed extraordinary Pro. 
phets , as Enoch, and others. Yet notwithſtanding all theſe extra- 
ordinary Adminicks how foon was Rcligion corrupted, and the 
World over-ipread with Idolatry and Polytheifra 2 But laying afide 
extraordinary Prophets, which/the Lord theri and in after-times'rai- 
{cd up, it's more than all the combination of Jeſunts can prove, that 
in that interſtice of time , there was an ordinary fianding infallible 
vilible Judge with Juriſdiction over the whole Church 3 which it he 
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rrarks : The firſt is, that Romaniſts do notagree'among themſthves- 


, concernivg.their-inferences from the ftate of +h& Chtirch before the 
writing of Scripture z M: Serjeaut', and' thoſe of the "Traditionary 
way, do only conclude fromit, that Oral Tradition is an infallible 
meanof- conveying truth down to Pofterity. But the Jcluited party, 
as appears. by this/Pamphleter would conclude from it, the neceſſity. 
of an infallible viſible Jadge ; Their diſagreement in this, and other: 
; matters Are a ſhrewd preſumption that they neither-have an infa]- 
lible Judge, -nor. yet -infallible: Tradition. - But ſecondly--Learned 
Tillotſon in his Rule. of Faith, Part. 1./Se&. g. acutely. inverts this 
whole: argument, for im-that the Lord: committed the Do@rine' of 
| Religion to, writing, aftexthatthe World had experienced the un- 
 Guceebfylnels of the-former, way 3 (ir! ſeems to-be a good evidence, 

that this-way «by Scripture'is/ the better and more ſecure :* It being 
- the way of,Divine Diſpenſations, to proceed from that whictis leſs 

perfeQ, (Qty which is more; and he: conceives the Apoſtles: rea- 

fonjng;comemning the two Covenants, Heb... 7. to bc very applica- 

ble to' thele; two methods of conveying Religion. It -the firſt had 

> app then iſhould. no, place have-been ſought for the '{e- 
. - But perhaps he is happier in his next Allegation ,"from' Dewz. 7:8. 
& cs where there is @ Leigh the Church of the Tews to be obeyed, in 


matters of Law and Keligibn, under pain of death. Who ſees not how | 


inconſequential theargumient is from the Jewiſh Chutch to the Chri- 
tian? The Jewiih High«Prieſts did marry, neither 'were any .capa» 
| ble of the Prieſthood among them but the children of Pricfts : will 
Rotmaniſts, grant this. patallel to hold ini the Chriſtian Church? 
Though one man could be competent to-govern an National Church, 
ſuch as. the. Jewiſh-was, ſhut up in one little ſpot of the earth, 
doth it follow that one-man'is/ as capable of an Univerſal\Monarchy 
 over-the Catholick- Church diſperſed through the whole earth 2 Yet 
ncither 4rom this place can-be proved the infallibility of the Jewiſh 
: High Pricft or Saxedrim, elſe they Thould haye been infallible, not 


only in matters of Faith , but allo of Fa& : For there is expreſly 


mention made ef. queſtions of -FaR,.v. $. between bleodand blood, 
. plea and plea, firoke and ttroke ,' all which are to be decided by the 
teſtimonies of men; and in ſuch, Romaniſfis acknowledge both'Popes 
-and Councils tobe fallible. In that Commiſſion Dex. 1 7. $,9. the 
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Judge, or Civil Magiſtrate, is joyned with the Priefts ,- an the peo- 
ple are commanded equally to acquielce in the fenrence of both, un- 
der painof death. I ſuppoſe he will not, becauſe of this, grant m- 
fallibility to the Magiſtratez how then canhe ivfer trom it the infal- 
libility of the Church Repreſentative ? But were the Jewiſh High- 
Priefts and S2nedrim infallible 2 1 ſhall not ſtand to enquire how 
Aaron the Bigh-Prieft was ſtained with Idolatry, Ex54-33. 4, 5» how 
'Vriab the High Pricft did make an idolatrous Altar, after the Altar 
of Damaſcus, 2 King. 16. 11, or what meant theſe general com- 
:plaints, Iſai. 56+ 10, Jer. 6. 13. Fere 14+ 14+. H-ſ. 9.8. Exek, 22+ 
-25426. &ec, all which he will tind vinJicated from the exceptions 
Romaniſts , by Learncd }Ybittaker , de Concile qe 6+ cap» 3o'Þ only 
enquire, whether the High-Prieſt and $axedrim did err , when they. 
condemned Chrift as an ſmpoftor and Blaſphemer ? if they did , as 
'none but Ir:fidels can deny, then the Jewiſh Saxedrim was not infalli- 
ble 3 only it may be asked, how did God command obedience to the 
' Sanedrim, under pain of death , if they were not infallible ? This 
Query might be an{wercd by another: Do the Penal Statutes of 
Princes, under pam of death , prove them to be infallible ? Was it 
nat (aid to Foſhnus, Whoſcever will not bearken to thee , let bim be put 
30 death ?. Rut I anſwer abſolutely, that the aQtive obedienceto be gi. 
_ vento the Jewiſh Saxedrim, was only when they gave ſentence ac< 
cording to the Law- This is clear from the Text, v, 9, 10: Thou ſhal 
vbſerve to do according to all that they inform thee , a: cording to the ſens 
tence of the Law which they ſhall teach thee. Learned Rivet in Cathol, 
Orthod, trad. 1. q. 8. obſerves the place to be thus ſenſed by famous 
Authors in the Romiſh Church 3 by Cajetan, the Author ot the Gloſ- 
fa Ordinaria'; Lyranus , and Hicrom Oleaftrins ,, and that Lyranus 
from the reſtriction , according to the Law, refutes that abſurd gloſs 
of the Jewiſh Rabbins, that if the Judge ſhould (ay that the right 
hand were the left , and the left hand the right , talis ſententia ef 
tenenda; like to which is that forecited ſaying of Bell. lib. 4+ de Pon- 
tif. cap. 5. It the Pope command Vice , and prohibit Vertue , the 
Church were bound to believe Vice to be good, and Vertae evil ; But 
we bave not fo ſearned Chriſt ; the Judge was to give {entence ace 
cording to the Law, or as Ezek, 44. 24+ According to the Fudg 
ments of the Lord, I am not ignorant ot the ordixary Cavil of Ra» 
maniſis , that then the people were to judge of the ſentence of the Sanc- 
drim, whether it were according to the Law. 1 diltinguith ; They were 
to judge of the ſentence of the Saxcdrim by an Authoritative Judg- 
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"ment 3 it does not follow, by a judgment of diſcretion, m orderto ... 
their own 'praQiſe I graut. This Romaniſts cannot deny, unleſs 
they would deveſt the prople ot Reaſon , and turn them into Bruits, 
When Romith Miffjonaries labour. to Proſclite- people tothe Romitſh -- 
perſw2ſion , do they not labour to convince them, chat it's more ra- 
tional to believe their Church, than to adhere to the Religion of. . 
P.otcltants ? Is not this to grant them a judgment of diſcretion ?- .. 
How then can they condemn us for that which themſelves allow ? ? 
Excellently (aid Clemens Alex. Stromat. lib. 7. AI4neTSON Th K4TQ5, 
auTThey hwels xal TwrwerTaTa® a3 yicua 73 ahnflts amd 0% pal ouare, _ 2 
I confels the Learned Grotius in loc. will not have theſe words, ac+ 
cording to the Law, to be tefirictive 5 yet he denics that from the 
place the infallibility of the Sanedrim can be concluded , the ſcope: 
of the Statute being not to cnjoyn all tg believe what the Sanedrim . 
did Decree , bur only on contra agere, non contra d:cere 3 not to a... 
or teach contrary to the ſentence of the Sauedrive. How Warranks 
ably he thus gloſkes, i is not my concern now: to examines only It OVcre 
turns the notion of infallibility. 

But are we not commanded to. hear the Ghureh?. ALit- 3$. 17. Yes, 
Bat does it therefore follow that the Church, that is, her Paſtors aſ- 
{embled in a General Council, cannot err in matters of Faith? a 
would not ſmile ac ſuch 3n inference Are. we not alſo commanded, : 
to hear not only the Cutholick Church in her Oecumenick Councils,.. _ 
but alſo in National or Provincial Afſcmblies 3 ;yea, and particular 
Patiors, Luke 10. 17. He that beareth you, beareth me : Yet Roma- 
nifts, 1 hope, will not thence conclude either Provincial or National 
Aﬀemblics , I:t be particular Piftors, infallible. Czn any, Romani: - 
prove that the Church, Mat. 18. 17. is only taken for a Pope, or 
General Council ? ls hers a Tcxtin all the Bible where the Church 
fignift's the Pope of Rome? Lappeal all the Order of Jeſuits to in- 
ance it if they can. Dath not the word Church, i ia this Scripture, 
comprehend all thoſe Churchcs which. cognoſce of cffences > if there- 
fore that Scripture furniſh ane argument for. infallibility, then the 
particular Chyrches of S$cot/a;ud and England, might claim infallibili- 
ry as well as Rome: Is it not evident from that context, Mat. 1s 1” 
that there we are commanded to hear and obey the Church in her 
Ceafares 3 and yet Romanilts cannot devy , but in her Cenſures ſhe 
may. err, and procecd clave. errante , becauſe in her decifions of 
that kind She depends on humane teſtimony. Sze Lombard: lib. 4+ 
HECGHE. 18. It '$ maniteſt therefore nothing can be concluded thence 
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"26 to infallibility. But how then are we commanded'to hear the 
Church? 4A:ſw._In ſo far as ſhe adheres to her Commilllion , the 
” *Rule of Gads Word, and thus ſhe cannot deceive us: if ſhe or an 
"Angel from Heaven go beyond that Rule , they are not to be heard, 
Gal. 1+ 8; Yet laftly , Giving, and not granting, that a General 
- Council could not crr , what s that tothe Pope and his Schiſmatical 


C6nventicles, which have no more ot a General Council , preter 
Women 11anee 
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©: But Maith-'16+ 13. The Gates of Hel! cannot prevail -againſt the , 
". Church? I a:k what Church, if the inviſible of thEEle&; rhen-it 
' touches not the queſtion in hand, concerning a viſible Judge 3 if the 
*.Catholick viſible Church in her diffuſive capacity, then it's yet trom 

* the purpoſe , for as ſuch ſhe excrciſes no Jaridical Power z if the. 
= Catholick viſible in her Repreſentatives, then he might as well cons. 

.clude her impeccability as her incrrability , for the D:vil prevails 0+ 
© ver Souls by ins of praQtiſe, as well as by errours in judgment. But 

it's confeſſed by all, that impeccability of Councils cannot be cons 
- cluded, therefore neither incrrability. I muſt remembers him. that 

his Fellow Jeſuit Tiri#, as cited by Mareſies, controv. 5, #1 3+ lays. 
it's uncertain , wherhcr the'ze0 fy, againit which ſhould be confirit>: 
- ed with the Rock, or' with the Church; if it relateto the-Rock;" 
then the words only affirm, that the Gates of. Hell ſhall not prevail 
againſt the Rock upon which the Church is built 3 which as | Auftir, 
and many other Fathers expound, is Chriſt himſelf , yet granting: 
"that it were here faid, that the Gates of Hell ſhould'not prevail: a« 
aint the-Chureh , how can it be proved, that when the Pope, 'or 
the major part of a General Council is ſmitten with a leſſer Doris: 
' nal errour,' that the Gates of Hell prevails againſt the Church? Huth: 
| he not heard che'diltinFion, that albeit in ſuch a caſe the Gates of 
-Hell palent, yet-nox prevalent, they hurt the Church, but do not 
wholly overthrow the Church. Toconclude, all that 1 Cappoſe: cam 
be inferred from that Scripture is, that the whole Catholick. viſible 
Church thall not err in Fundamentals: Indecd it the whole ditfu- 
five did err in Fandamentals, the Gates of Hcl! ſhould. prevail, «then 
the Church ſhould be extinguiſhed. But to. prove the Ierrabylity cf 
the Pope and:his' Council trom this Scripture, the Pamphleter. may 
improveall theatliſtance Kome can give him in hisnext Reply. 
But bath not Chriſt promiſed to bis Church, Mat. 28, 20; Loe, I am 
with: you to the end of the world? Anſw. If every one be; intallible 
who havea promile that God will be with thicm , thea every Brlie- 
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ver may claim iofallibility becauſe of the promiſe, Job. 14+ 23+ Is 
the preſence and afſiſtance of Chriſt with every one-in the fame mea» 
ſure and degree whcrein it was to be with the Apoſiles ? Is not the: 
promiſe of the preſence of Chriſt Mat. 23. 20+ conditionel ? Doth 
he notſay, Teaching them 10 obſerve all things wh aiſvever T have com+ 
manded y'u; and than, Loe ( info doing) T am with you to the 
«nd of the world. Hath not then the Church of Reme fortcitca hey 
Chim to this Promife , by cnjoyning many things dircaly contra- 
ry tothe CommarAd of Jeſus Chriſt , ſuch as the Communion under 
one kind, wcrſhipping Imagcs, invocaring S.ints, &ce. 

Leſtly remains that place y Tim. 3+ 15+ IVhcre the Church 3s cal'ed 
the Pillar and Grcund of Truth 3 to which, oa all occations, they 
- fee as thechicf ſupport of their infallibility , but in vain, For firſt, 
were I difpoſed to Criticife ,"T might remen:bcr him that their own 
Eftbizs on the place obſerves, that the Greek word Fva3s , lignities 
not only a Pillar, but atfoa writing Pcnſils fo as the Church. may 
be termed, Srybas veritatis , or-the Peofil of Truth , becauſc by her 
the Lord writes in the hearts of men the Dodtrines of. Truth, which 
may be done by the Miniſtry of the Word, though ſhe have no infal- 
lible viſtble Jadge. I might likewiſe advcrtile him , that Heinſtrs, 
@S is' noted by M. Leigh in liis Critica Sacre » afhirn's that $oavg alſo. 
ſiznifies a Station or place wherein a perſon doth ſtand or fit 5 and 
that the other word Yfgxtopa, coming from Yep , a Seat may. be 
wuche of -the ſame importance z and then the {cnſe will be , the 
Ciurch is the Seat of Divine Truth : So as all truths neccſlary to 
Salvation, are always to be fcund in her, and in no other Society. 
Yet hence it no more'follows that in her is a viſible Judge exempted 
_ from all Dc@Qrinal Errour , than becauſe ſhe is the Seat of true Ho-. 
lincts, it can be corcluded that there is in her a Judge exempted 
from all fin, Perhaps ſccondly, the Adverſary will have difficulty to 
diſprove them ( among whom is the Learned Camero in Myrotb) 
who joyn theſe words, The Pillar and Ground of Truth not with the 
Church , but with that which fullows , and fo the meaning will be, 
that the great Myftery of Godliyels, mentioned verſe 16. 15. the Pil- 
lar and pronndoof Truth , that 1s a chief Article of Faith and Re- 
ligion , as the Jews term the points of their Religion, Fuxadamen- 
t4 & Radices, Hence that famed Rabbin Maimonides, as Camero obs 
ſerves, begins his Book , Fundimentum Fundament:rum & columna 
fapientie ct cogn ſeere eſſe primum ens, &c. Does it not appear a lit» . 

tle harſh (to ule the arguings of Mareſ, controve5ecoxt, Tirin num-3 
| that 
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that! the Church be called the Houſe of God | and/alfo a Pillar in one. | 
ſentence? A Houſt may have Pillars, but'the Houſe and the Pilkar | 
are not the fame. Seems it not probable ,"that the Apoſile having ' 
deſcribed the Chnrch, as the Houſe of God , ſhould then point at 
theſe Foundation-Truths , which he enumcrates in v. 1 6+ as the Pil- 
lar which ſupports the Houſe? Some;1 confefs, of out own Divines 
ſeem not ſo well pleaſed 'with that conſtruction of Camers., among. 
whom are Gl. River, Son to the Famous Andreas Rivetus , and Re- 
vayel. But with Revcrence to theſe Learned men , I muſt crave 
leave to ſay, their Arguments againſt it ſeem at beſt but topical. 
Thirdly ,- May not Chillagwerth's notion , Pare. 1. cap. 3» Sette 76» . 
have it*s probability, who by the Pillar and. ground of Truth, un- 
derftavds not the Church, but Timothy and fo there is an clepſis of 
the Particle ws or @x3 Which i; krequent in Scripture, as if it were 
&5 5vAes , @v Svacs, and the meaning will be , that thou mightcſi 
beh-ve thy fcit-in the Church, which is the Honſe of God, as a Pil- 
Jar. ' Aud thus not only Apofilcs, as Peter, Famer, and 10s Gal-2:9e 
| but alſo fairhtul 'zcalous Miniſters may be terme4 Pillars, Neziaus 

zen gives the ike Titles yas, 19. to Baſil, and Orat. 21. to Hibane- 
fans. SO Bafil Epiff- 62+ honours the Biſhop of Neo: Ceſares with 
this very Title of $vnes nes 6SegrGue The eanfeng 3 therefore either 
Nazianzen and Bafii judged all theſe perſons infallible, waich I ſups- 
poſe none will sffirm, or if they did not, then they did not think 
theſe words to import infallibility. But fourthly ,"Granting it be 
faid of the Church, yet- it makes nothing for the Romiſh Intereſt, 
many probably ſuppoſing that to be ſpoken of the particular Epbe- 
fine Church : Now particular Churches by the acknowledgment of. 
all may err. If it ſhould be extended to the Catholick Church; what 
3s that to the Roman, ſhe being at the beft but a particular Church? 
But whether univerſal] or particular Church be here meant, yet if it 
be not the Church. Repreſcntative , it makes nothing to the pur- 
poſe in hand concerning the vifible Judge. | But the very Series of 
the context ſcem to favour them who underſtand the place rather of 
the Chureh governed, than governing , that thou ((ays hz to Timo- 
thy) mighteti know how thou ought to behave thy (cIf in the H::uſe 
cf God , which is the Church 3 that is, how Timothy as a Paſtor 
ſhould carry among thoſe under his charge. Was not the Church 
in the firft 3o0 years the” Pillar and ground of Truth, as well :$ 
now ? yct all that time after the fiift Council at Feruſalem, ſhe ne= 
ver aſſembled in a General Council 3. ergo,, her being Pillar and 
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ving, and not granting , thatit were ſpoken. of: the Repreſentative 
E the Catholick Church, yet infallibility will never be. infalfibly 
deduced-from it-: Why may not ſhe be called the Pillar*end groind 


. .of .Truth in a politick ſenſe , becanſe, Minjliefiially- ſhe' holds! forth 


the Truth 3 as a Programme, affixed to.a Pillar, 1s expoſed: to pub. 


lick view of others, but not in, an ArchiceRonick fenſe;: as it 'rhe 
Church did-Authoritatively and infallibly ſupport the Fruth ; eſpe- 


. cially (ceing, as Irenexs faith, lib. 3+ cape 11, columma & firmamen- 


:. tum Ecchſie eft Evangelicums' The written Goſpc1 ( for of. that ke 


there ſpcaks ) is the. ground, ard; Pillar of the. Churchz. yea, and 


: {Hitrom, as cited by a Lapide on-the place, wriceth thus; Eccleſia eff 


. columya & -firmamentzum verxtatis;, quiain ea ſola fbat: veritas firma- 


. "#8, que ſols ſuſtinet edificium Ecclefie. If the truthalone, as Hierons 
- ſays, doth ſufiain the Church, then doth not the Churchin-anArchiv 


teonick ſenſ« ſuſtain the-Truth ; yet do. we.not.deny,butthe Church. 


- is a Keeper, Witnefs, Propounder, arid-Defenderiof therTruth. /Why- 
may not this phraſe, the. Church is the Pillaxand:ground/ of Trath, 

. hold forth the. Churches duty, what, de-jwre, ſhe ought to do, and 

- not what always, de faQo;, is her practile. infallibly? Though-Row, 


13+-3e It be aid, that:Rulers are not a terrour to good works, but 


- toevil; yet theRomapiſts, will. not grant , that Magilizates. do'at- 


ways and infallibly countenance Godljneſs and Truth, becauſe there 
he ſpeaks. what's heir. duty , nat +whatealways is: their-practife. 


»" Why mzy not the-Church be called a Pillax , in regard of ſolidity,' 


though not in. regard of infallibility, to-fignifie the difficulty. ot her 


- removal from truth, theugh not the irgpoſſibility ? -But. ſixthly ;* as | 
- Chillingworth-loce cit« Sect. 7. does further acutely obſerve” concern= 
- ing. this Scripture 3 though it were granted. .that. the Church were. 

- called thePillar and. ground of Truth,-not-only. becauſe ſhe ought, 
- but alſo becaule ſhe always ſhall-hold foxth the Truth., yet Romanifts 
: leſe their defzgn, unleſs they could;prove thatihe ſhall hold forth-@ll. 


truth without any failurs., That in;the Catholick Church all Traths, 


'. neceflazy to Salvation, ſhall be preſerved, is: acknowledged: by Pro- 
- teftants 3 . but Romaniſts have to-prove , that.tne «Rrprelentatives of 
, the Catholick-Church:.cannot err cotucerning any*Di>Erinal point, 


which they will hardly evict from, this.place, 'in which the Note of 
; Univerſality iS Wanting , however the Church: be ſaid to be the Pil- © 
lar and ground of Truth, yet not of all:Truth,  Seventhly and haſt- 
ly , Grantjog that iafallibility were truly predicated of the Apoſto- 
lick 


_ V4 by L +) 
lick:Church, *in that 'rinic when the ApoRile wrote., does it there 
fore tollow.,. crgo., ſhe .is now infaltible, It's confeſſed ,/ that then - 
there was an infallible vie Pong inthe Church, .cndowetd -with 
the gift of Tonguevand Miracks , the calc of the Church fo requi- 
ring , for founding'the Goſpel Church, and .compleating the Canon 
* of Holy Scripture 3but It doth not follow, that it ſhall beſo in eve- 

xy Age - neither do the neceſſities of the Church require it. - Thus 
1 have gone through all the Scriptures alledged by_ this Pamphleter 
for his intallibibry : ' wherher they prove His Theſis, let them, whe 
are not willing tobedeceived, judge, 6 4 ol 1G 8 
- The Partphleters ſrcond ObjeRion contains. a Farrege of abuſcd 
Teſtimonies of Antiquity: Pag. 39,40, 41. To amule the. ignorant 
Reader , he hath gathered up trom their Manuals, Pamphlets, and 
Controverſie Books MA. _ * impertinent tcfiimonies of aq 
Origen, Cyprian, Chryſoftom, both the- Cyrils, Ambroſe, Exeſebiqes, -an 
Auttin ; erting, charths Church hill not fail, or be adulterated 
with Herdhe, ' © Z ot. 

To all which anſwer : Firf}, that none of theſe contain the ſeri» 
tence of an infallible, viſible, or living Judge , they.are but bxoken 
threds out of the writings of Doors long ago dead 3 and o, ac» 
cording to his own Principles, are not a ſufficient, ground. of Faith 
to ſuch a t»yſterious point'as he contends for. I auſwer' ſecondly, - 
that ſome of theſe are groſly miſ cited , particularly the firſt from 
Irenevs, kb. 1. cap. 49. whereas inall that [ib, 3+ of Ireneus;, there 
be but 35 cap. Neither ſeems this to be a meer eſcape of the Prins 
ter , for it's again cited the fame way, pag-.102.-,But 1 muſt ex» 
cuſe him , for'H. T. in his Manual of.Controverlies, Arg 5« (from 
whom he-ſeerns implicitly to have taken this and many more«t his. 
teſtimonies ) mifecites the ſame teſtimony of Irexeus after the lame 
manner, for which he is juſtly chaſtiſed by M. Tombs in his Romas 
niſm diſcufled,” Art. 5. Sed. 6. They ate ſurely tobe piticd who fee 
with-other mens eyes : But by the words of the teſtimony, 5 pet» 
ceivehe ſhould have cited 1:b. 4. cap. 43+ He is no whitthappier in 
his next citation from Irenens, c2þ. 62. where he mentions the cap» 
but not the Book , following there alſo his Guide H. T« lecs cite 
but by the words, Thkewile ſuſpeR. it ſhould | have been lh. 4. cap. 
- 62 But thirs)y, 1 anſwer , that 1n.nore of allitheſe teſtimonies ct» 
| ted byhim, is there ay mention of the Roman Church , of the 
Pope of Rome , or bf Councils {wearryg ſubj<ction to him, but .of 
the Catholick Chuxch in gentralz ſo that whatever be of theſe te- 
fimouiecs, 
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Kimonies, they make nothing for the Papal intercft'; yet, as if aft 
that is aid of the Catholick Church ſhould be expounded of the 
RomiſhChurch , here he takes occaſion to (parl with a Cynical ſpite 
atme, becauſe in my Paper 3+ againſt Jeſuit Demſter, T had made 
mention of an cminent perſon, whe conſidering the -lupercilioul- 
nels of the Biſhop of Rome, did break forth into theſe words, Odz 


faſtum iſtins Tecleſie. Now I only ask, whether he will dcal at this 
ate with Bafi] the Great , who Epift. 10. hath. a ſharp rcfl-Qion 


upon hs Pvrlxns Tggues , the pride of the Weltern or -Romiſh 
Church. But fourthly , not” to trifle time in-a pparticalar examina» 
tion of theſe teſtimonies, which have been ſo often canvaſed by our 
:Controverſic-Writers, and divers of them lately by M. Tombs , loce 
cit. as renews, Origen, Cyprian, to which: the reft ſeem on the mat- 
ter homogeneous ( except it be that of Anſtin, Epiſt..3 18. which 
ſpeaks of the power of the Church, in reference to things indiffe- 
rent, 'and fo concerns not the.matter-.in hand,) I anſwer to them 
all itt comnlo}, that they are wholly impertinent to the' preſent De- 
bate, for none of them ſpeak of an infallible -viſible Judge; far leſs 
afſert the neceſſity thereof, ſome of them ſpeak of the . perpetuity 
and indefe@ibiliry of the Church, that ſhe cannot be overthrown, and 
ceaſe to be , as Ambroſe, Chryſoſt. Euſebius the relt hold forth, that 
there is a-depofitam of truth 1ntraſfted to the Church; So that their 
utmoſt 'fignificancy \, is to teſtifie that God will -preſcrye ia his 
Church 'Divine Truths, which are neceſſary to Salvation and rhat 
the wholeCatholick Church fhall never be adulterated with Hereſfie, 
-or periſh , -which-Proteſtants'do freely. grant, :And ſo none of theſe 
teſtimomes detonch the queſtion in hand 3; for the queſtion is not, 
whether the whole Catholick Church may forſake truths neceſſary to 
Salvation ,- but whether there ſhall always be a viſible Jadge with Ju- 
xiſdiction over the whole Catholick Church, who cannot -crr-in the 


But b:fore I come to examine them , 1 muſt, inthe fifth place, re- 


toxt 
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tort the Pamphleters Argument from this tix{t heap of teſtimories a* 
- « gainſt theRomiſkChurch, thus; the true CatholickChurch is vever adul- 
terated with Herefie, nor does depart from the great Truths once 
- delivered to the' Saints, ſay theſe teſtimonies ot Fathers 3 but the 
-Romiſh Church hath departed manifeſtly fromthe Ancient Faith de- 
| livered to the Saints, as appears by her grofs Innovations, fuch as 
her Dodrine of Tranſubſtantiation, Halt Communion, Invocation, 
and Worſhipping of Saints de:caſed,an1 Angels,Relicks, Images, Crol- 
ſes , performing the worſhip of God in an unknown Tongue , and 
the reſt of her Errours and abuſes, manifeltly repugnant to Scrip- 
. tures, and the Faith of the Primitive Church, as hereafter may be 
particularly cleared; ergo, the Roman is not the true Catholick 
Church , conſequently theſe teſtimonies are ſo far from adyantaging 
.him, that they cur the throat of his own Cauſe. 
His next bundle of teſtimonies, pag. 424 4.3+ doindecd ſpeak of 
Councils, but make nothing for the necelfity 'of an infallible vilible 
Judge , as is largely demonſtrated by JPbittaker, de concil. q« 6. 0ap+2s 
Davenant de Jud. controv. caps 1 9s and Spalat- lib. 7. de Repub. Ec- 
.cleſ- cap» 3. 1 ſhall give but a few brief Animadverfions concerning 
them. And firſt, this bundle of teſtimonies ſpeaks only of Councils, 
.and conſcquently not ofan infallible viſible Judge, without which the 
Chyrch cannot ſubſiſt, there*having been whole Ages without Ge- 
neral Councils. Secondly , Ifhall not'ſtand now to accule the Parr» 
phletex of mif-citations, though the teſtimony which he aſcribes, to 
Bafil is not to be found in Epiſt. x 0. nor that he gives to Pope Leoin 
Epijt.6 4. And though there be not a tenth Book ot Cyril de Trintate, 
unlcls it be meant of his other work entituled The] aurus,it eitherPoſſe- 
vin 1n apparatu,or Bell.deScriptoribus Eccleſe give a right account of.his 
works, Yea,the whole Treatiſe de Trin. is concluded ſuppolititious by 
Bell. de Script. Ecclej. yet 1 conteſs Bell. lib, 9. deconcil. cap. 3- would 
be making uſe of the ſame teſtiqpeny from Cyril, ( for it is uſual 
with the Cardinal to make a Muſter of Teſtimonies, which himſelf 
knew to be ſpurious ) but he cites it not as this Pamphlcter , from 
lib. 10. but from lib. 1» de Triz. All I (xy of ſuch eſcapes is, that 
he would take better heed the next time that he tranſcribes his cita> 
ations, from Bellarmine : But I cannot let him'paſy with another more 
egregious prevarication 3 for ,what Leo, Epipbanius, Athandſues » 
Baſil , and Cyril ſpake' particularly of the Decrees of the 
Nicene and Chalcedon Councils againſt Nejtoriaus, Arrians , and 
Emyehizns , the Pamphleter cites as ſpoken of all Councils, We 


K grant 
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grant the firſt four General Councils of Nice, Conſtantinople , Ephe-. 
ſus, and Chalcedon, did de. fatto define faithfully, according to the. 
Scriptures 3 but doth.it therefore follow., that. all Councils ſhall not 
only do.ſo,, but alſo that they cannot.do otherwiſe, or are, infallible? - 
Thirdly, It's true that Gregs lib. 1. Epiſt..24. ſays, be honours. the. 
firſt four, Gencral Councils, as ke does the. forr Evangelilts : But it's as, 
true he ſays alſo , he honours likewiſe the fifth General Council, 
which condemned Pope V323lins. as an Nexetick + it therefore Grego-. 
ries Authority be Authentick.,, the Jcſuited party 1s deceived , who . 
make the Papal Chair .the Scat of Intallibility. He: might alſo..have. 
remembred , that Bell. lib. 2. de .concil.. cap» 12. confeſſes, that the _ 
forecited teſtimony of Greg, hath.nced ef a qualification; and there- 
fore ſays that Gregories ficut, is a note of ſimilitude,not of equality . 
otherwiſe the Cardinal cannot,deny but Greg. over reached. By. 
this-Kill the umpertinency of the titation is obvious, for it amounts 
to this, Greg. ſaid the firft four General Councils. defined Ortho- 
doxly z ergo, all Councils are infallible. _ Such is the ludibrious in» . 
conſequence of what he. objeas:, concerniug the efteem which Con- 
tantine þad of the Nicene Council. Is this the queſtion betwixt us and 
Romaniſts , whether the Decrees of the Nicene Council againſt A4r« 
ris were Orthodox ? Fourthly., Auſtin indeed, Epiſi. 1 62, cells the 
Sentence of a# Oecumenick, Council., the laft Sentence that can be. ex- 
pefted on Earth. But how. inconſequent is it from thence to inferre 
che infallibility of Councils ? Is every Supreme Court infallible ? 
Fifth!y , He cites Fincentins Lyrin Commonit..cap. 4. ( 1 ſuppoſe he 
ſhould have faid cap. 41+) ſaying, all are to be accounted Hereticks, 
who do not conform tbemſelves ts the Deerees of Occumenick, Conncils. 
It were .cnough to rcferre him to D. Barrons Apod. Cathol. tradd. 5. 
cap. 18. where at length is demonſixated, that Vincentius maintain- 
ed not the infallibility of Councils : Nay , Vincentivs cap, 3+ propo- 
ſes two means. for avoiding H-refie 3 the one, and the principal, is 
the Authority of the Sacred Scriptures 3 the other. (which we never 
difclaimed inits own place is the univerſal and perpetual Tradi- 
tion of the Catholick Church; namely , quod ab omnibus, ubique, & 
ſemper eſt creditum. What he ſpeaks. cap. 41+ of contormity with 
Councils, 1s not for the deciſion of all controverſies, as him(clf dev 
clares, nor is it by the (ſentence of a preſent living Judge, but of 
Auctent Councils, and that in fo far, as they hold out what hath 
bcen the Univerſal Tradition of the Church : And therefaxe when 
they arc found incompetent for decifion of controverſies, Recrrrens 
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"Jam {faith he) ad Santtorum Patrum ſententizs , to the unzajmous 
| —_ of le » which is far from the Tenet of the Pamphic. 
ter, concerning a preſent living infallible Judge. And though Vig- 
centivs doth magnitic Univerſal Tradition, yet it is without dero- 
" gation from the holy Scriptures 3 and therefore he ſaith in thit 
place, cap. 41. Non quia Canon fibt ſolus ad univerſa nou ſafficiat, 
not that the Canon of Scripture is not of it (elf alone ſufficient for 
all things , but only in a {econlary room, as being explicative ' of 
'the holy Scriptures. Sixthly , He brings Auſtix l;b, 1+ de haps. cont. 
Don. cap. 7. affirming , that no doubt ought to be made of what is e- 
fabliſhed by full Dectee of a Council : But Auſtin affirms no ſuch 
thing » all that fwſtix ſays is, that there have been various D:crees 
concerning Rebaptizing in Provincial Councils, Doxec plenario to- 
tins orbig concilio quod ſaluberrime ſentichatur, etiam remgtis dubita- 
tionibus firmaretur 3 which imports no more, but that by the Decrees 
of an Oecumenick Counci), truth may be ſo cleared 3 4s toremove 
all grounds of doubting : But it doth not follow, becauſe a Council 
may clearly define truth, that therefore every Council ſhall infalli« 


bly define ſ@ ; Nay , on the contrary, Anftix in the ſame cap. holds .. 
all definitions beſide Scripture tobe bu 


he) bumanis agere argumentis 


_ ments 5.e, leſt I ſhould ſeem to deal with humane aTgUMEnts 


2. cap» 3. he af- 
Decrecs of 


ncial 
yea in Heretical -Coun« 
y who pronounced 4- 
had defined truly, but 
r decifions infallible. 

ft. fund; Cap 5» ſo oft objec. 
on by this Pamphleter Ego 
mſi me Ecclefie commoveret Authoritas; 
ow oft this teſtimony hath been canya« 
he not therefore to have let it alone , Or - 
what they have laid for cutting off Romiſh 


R 2 inferences 


That teſtimony of Axſtix's, contra E P 
cd by Romanilts, is alſo infilted up 
vero Evangelio non crederem , 
Knew not this Pawphleter h 
ſed by Proteſtants? Ought 
then to have confuted 


+ No neceſſity off, : 
Inferences from it? 1 ſhall ſay but theſe few. things thereof ; And 
x. It might be enough, as to the preſent controverhe , to tell. that. 
Auſtin does not ſay, cxcept the Authority of a preſent infallible v- 
| fible Judge did move me. 2, It favours of deceit , that the Pam» 
phleter has left out the word Catholicez its the Catholick Church - 
Anſtin ſpeaks of , not the Romane, But I muſt jn part excuſe the 
Pamphleter, for he found jt. alſo.ſo mutilated in H..7*s Manual loce 
ci' 3+» Have not Popiſh Authors put conſiderable gloſles on Auſtin's 
words, which enervate lufficiently all.inferences concerning the ne- 
ceffity of: an infallible viſible Fudge ? Whether they be expounded- 
with" Gerſon, of the Apoſtolick Church , Emum qui Chriſtum viderunt 
& audircrunt , Or: with Occam, of the Univerſal difltufive. Charch : - 
| Sare they make nothing for an infallible vitible Jadge. But fourthly, | 
| Melchior Canns, lth, 2. loc. com. cap. 8. ſeems to have hit on the right + 
meaning of Ax{tin', ' viz. that he {peaks not of. the formal ubje& in- 
to which his belief was reſolved ,. or .of the Primary Rule of Faith, - 
but only of a motive, which when. he was a Mazich,can, firft indus» 
ced him to credit.-the Scriptures 3 .and fo, according tothe African - 
Diale&, he uſes the zmperfedt tenſe for the preterit , commoveret tar - 
commuvifſet » which Rzvet in Iſagog. cp. 3+ confirms by .many--pare 
rallel phraſes out of Auſtin. And thus the teſtimony of the Church: 
has but a place among th: motives of credibility , which Proteſtants 
do not deny. This is the more p-:obable, becauſe Auſtin trad, I5.in 
Foh. compares the teſtimony ot the Church to. the tcftimony of the 
Woman cf:$3maria : Bit fare it is, her teſtimony. was but-an mtroJu- 
Give mean to the Faith of her Fellow-Citizens, not the forma} ob- 
jc , or principal ground thercofk, Hence , faid they , Foh, 4. 2. 
Now we believe not for thy Saying, but becauſe we have beard bim our 
ſelves. 5. Not to add more, Learned Calovixs de Author. Script. 
Sect. 36. hath obſerved a varieus, L:Qion_ in that place ef Auſtin, 
that an old Copy, printed at Baſil by the care of Foby Amberbachins, 
reads it thus : Niſs Ecchefie Catholice Authoritas me.commoneret. 1t 
was very cake for inadvertent. $cribes to turn x tov; And this read: 
ing docs yet further confirm that Expolition of River, Melchior Ca- 
aus, and others, as if the tcſtimony of the Church were Commoni- 
torium quoddam, non principium fide , a ceitain Commonitory , not 
the principle or ultimate ground of Faith. What is ſaid of this 
place, may alſo ſuthciently vindicate that other parallel tcltimony of 
Auſtins 1n that ſame Book, c4þe 4. Where there be three things which 
gputirm the Expolition given 3 ons is, that Autix uſes the pretter-pere 


felt 


an Thfallible Judge. 69: 


fett time, Qnia per e's illi credideram , another is , $i forte in E- 


 - wangelio altquid apertiſimum de Manichei Apoſtolatu invenire potuts 


ris z where he ſuppolcs that the Goſpel ſpeaks clearly , without the. 
interpclition of the ſentence of an infallible Judge. © And thirdly,.. 
He clearly holds forth that the Church', of whoſe Authority he there-- 
ſpeaks, is not to be reſtrited to any viſible Judge, but to be ex- 
tended: to the Body of ſound Chriltians 3 and therefore calls.it Ca- 
tholicorum ' Autvoritatem. - This is yet further evident from cap, 3. L 
that he dreamed: not 'of any infallible Aathority in the preſent- 
Church ,- tcr there he pives an account of his being in the Catholick . 
Ghurch , from the corſent of Prople and Naticns » from that Authority-. 
which was begun by Miracles, nouriſhed by Hape , encreaſed by Cha» 
rity ," ad confirmed by continuance. Sure then he reſolved not his 
Faith into the infallible teſtimony of the preſent Church, By this 
time, I bope it appears, that all the Pawpbleter hath brought tor the 
necc{ſity ot [his intallible viſible Judge; are cither falſe citatiors, or. 
meer Paralogiſms. nas 

"To ſhut therefore up this diſcourſe, I cannot but notice that or-- 
dinary Cheat of Rowaniſts, when ever they find any high Elogics - 
of the- Catbolick-Churchz, thefe they appropriate to their Roman, - 
that is, to their infallible viſible Judge , who, in the fenfe of the Je- 
ſuited party, is the Pope : However, to decline the 9dizm,, they ſeem... 
to ta]k of a Council. An inſtance. of this we have ina tefiimony:: 
which the Pamphlcter cites, pag. 37. for his infallible. viſible Judge ;, 
trom Auſtin, Scrm- 14. de verbis Ap. where indeed Auſtiz makes ha- 
nourable mention of the Catholick Church , but hath not one word . 
through all that Sermon, of the Roman , or of-an infallible viſible 
Judge, yea init he diſputes againftthe Pelagzans acutely from Scrip- 
turez and therefoxe covcludes, cap-16, proinde nema nos fallat, Scrip- 
turg evidens eſt, Antboritas ſundatiſſima ><t , fides Catholiciſima eft, 
in cap« 13+ 1 proſecution of a Scriptural 'Argument , he draws a . * 
confirmation, a conſuctudine Ecclefie trom the cuftom and practiſc 
of the Univerſal} Church.in her Rituals of Baptiſm , holding Infants 
tor Bclievcrs, andnot from any definition ot a viſible Judge, and 
thereupon gives theſe Elogtes to the Church, cap. 14. 18. 21, which 
{urcly maſt be underficod of that Church, from which he tcok the: 
confirmation of his argumcnt againſt the Pelagiaus 3 but that was 
not from the Roman Church , nor from the ſentence of an infallible 
viſible Judge , but from the practiſe of the Catholick , and that 
tounded in Scripture, Hence theſe two go together in him , Hoc þ.- 


bet 


0 "No neceſſity. of, &c. - 
bet: Antbirttas matrist Ecctefie ; boc ſundatns veritatis obtinet Canons 
What, 1 pray , is that cſtabliſhed Canon of Truth , but the Holy 
- Scripture? I acknowledge Anſtin julily condemns them , cap. 16. 
who endeavour, quatere fundamentum Ecclfiz , to ſhake the Foundgo 
tion of the Church-* Lict them be held for Hereticks' that ſhake the 
- Foundation of the Church , whether Papiſts or: Proteſtants, -Fwo 
' Foundations E find in holy Writ 3 one is Chriſt. J-fus;, according to . 
 thatof the Prophet Tſai. 28. 1 6+ Behold I lay inZion 2 Foundation, 
.gStone , a tryed Stone , a precious Corner ſtone, aſure Foundation ; 
which is luculently expounded of Chrilt, i Pet-2. 4, 5,6, 7- Doth 
not Bell. ſhake this Foundation , when he is bold Prefate ad lib. de 
Pontif, to expound that. Divine Orac'e of the Pope of Rome, as if 
he were the Foundation of che Catholick Church ? O execrable :Blaſ= 
phemy! Again , the holy-Scriptures are mentioned as a Foundation 
f theChurch ; Henze is that Epbeſe 2+ 20+-Built upon the Foundati- 
on of the Apiſtles. and Prophets , Jeſus Chriſt himſelf - bing the chief 
Corneysſtone ; that is, on the holy Ecriptures'written-by them. : Did 
not Jeſuir-Baylie ſhake-this: Foundation, when he was not afraid to 
lay, thet there is no more Faith to be given to: Scrirtwre, than to Titus 
: Livius, were it not for the teſtimony of thear Romiſh Church. Let ne- 
ver my Soul come into the ſecrets of thele' Blaſphemers: Romanitts 
are ſtill prating of the*Authority of the Catholick Chuychz but 
whodo fo much infringe the Authority of the Catholick Church as 
they ? Should the City of: Edinburgh arrogate the Legiſlative Power 
over all the Shires and Cities of this Kmgdom, would it not over- ' 
turn the Authority of the Kingdom of -Scottaud, when the Roman 
. Church, which at her bet was bat a member of the Catholick, does 
now uſurp Juriſdiction over the whole, and imperiouſly would ob- 
trade Heretical Do&rines, and Idolatrous Superi:itions, by a pre- 
tended Infallible Authority 3 not this to overturn the Authority of 
the Catholick Church?And therefore I know none who may fear that 
threatning of Auſ{ix more than the Court of Rome, Contra bunc iu* 
 expugnabilem murum quiſquis arictat, Confringeture 
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CAP, IH. 


is. ths MA. ee us 


That the Scriptures are the Principal, Compleat, and Infal-- 


lible Rule of Faith; the  Atheiſtical. Cavile of the Pams. 
phleter notwithſtanding. | | 


Hough Proteſtants do not cheat the World with a pretence - 
| _ of an infallibk vifible Judge, yet with the truly Catho- 

Y lick Church, they acknowledge, there is an infallible Rule | 
» of Faith, namely, the holy Scriptures of God, which arc ]. 
ſufficient, through the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, to guide Souls - 
in .the way of Salvation.. But among the manifold impieties of the . 
Papal Religion , the indignities put upon the holy Scriptures by Ro- 
maniſts are not the. leaſt ; 1 ſhall therefore. firſt givean hint of ſome 
of theſe. indignitics, then brifly. open the Rate of this Queſtion, . 
concerning the Rule of Faith , and confirm our Aﬀertion, that Scrip* - 
tire 15 the Rale : Thirdly, examine the Pamphleters four principal - 


 ObjeQions : And laftly, refit alittle on the reſt of his Rapſodick -. 
Diſcourſe touching this SubjcRe, - 


S E $ T7: f I FE” 
Scme bints of Indignities put upox tbe Holy Scripture-by Remaniſt ie 


N the firſt place , They are not. afraid to ſpeak moſt contameli- 
| ouſly ot the Scriptures, calling them 4 Ne of Wax, . a LesMian - 
Kule , inkie, unſenſed Charadlcrs , a dead Letter, &c. It is from Mel- 
chzor Canus, Albertus Pighius, Coſterthe Jeſuit, and other Romaviſts, . 
that the'Quakers have learned:thcſe, or ſuch like Blaſphemies, 

'Secondly , They make the Authority of the Scriptures, as to us; to 
depend upon ihe teftimony of their Church. $0 Gordon of Huntly, con- 
tv. 2. de Eccleſ. caps 15+ and Greiſer Append. ad lib. 1. Bell, de verb. 
Dei cel. 39*. Whole cars would not tingle at that ſaying of Her- 
-mannus , that the Seripiures ſhould be of no more value , than Kſops 
Fables, without the Churches teſtimony, Yet Gretſer the Jcſuit is dif- 
pleaſed with Rallus for charging it with Blaſphemy 3 yea Cardinal 
Hoſins 1 Confutatione Frentit lib. 3» de Author. Sacre Scripture, 
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Pag- 148. edits 2» Antwerp 1561. ſpares not to lay, Tlud pio ſenſi 
potniſſe dici, that it might have been ſpoken in a pious {cnſe; and 
wathal adds this teaſon , Nam revera niſi Ecclefie nos doceret Autho- 
ritas banc Scripturam eſſe Caninicam, perexiguum apud nos pondus 
baberet 3 that 1s, for truly it the Authority of the Church, he means 
the Roman, did-not tezch us this to be Canonick Scripture, it would 
have exceeding litle weight with us : From that Romiſh Atheiſtical 
Piety, -go00d Lord deliver us. Learned Rivet in 1ſagog.ad ſcript.caps3s 
giveth an account of many ſuch Blaſphemies belched out by Jcluit 
Baplie, C:ſter, Petrus Simonis de Toledo, and other Romaniſts, | 

'Thirdly', 'Romaniſts have confidence to affirm, that the Original 
Scriptures are corrapted. So Gordon Of Huntly , controv. 1+ cap. 8, 9, 
11, 12+ Melchior Canas locs-com. lib. 2. cap. 13. Leo Caſtrizs , Mort- 

, nus Tirin, &c. Yea, thisPamphlctcr'$c@. 4. makes it a great part 
of his work to.prove, that the Scriptures are corruptcd, both in the 
.Originals, and in the Tranſlations. 1s not this to accule the -Provi- 
dence of- God, as ſuffering the Scriptures , which he had piven to 
Jead us to Salvation, to.be corrupted? Is it not fo charge the Cathe= 
lick Church of unfaichfulneſs ,-that'ſhe was not more carctul of ſo 
rich a depoſtum 2: How deſperate muſt the cauſe" of: their. infallible 
Judge be, -when. his Infallibility cannot be: maintained, unlefs the ho- 
ly Scriptures be diſcredited as corrvpt, the Catholick Church accu- 
{cd of unfaithfulneſs, and God robbed of the praiſes due to him for 
preſerving the Scriptures ? 

Fourthly , Neither is it a ſmall indignity to the Scriptures , that 
they prefer the muddy ſtream of the Vulgar Latine, before the Origi= 
als of ibe Oid and New Teftament. Yet that Latine Verſion was not 
made by a perſon acted by a Prophetical and intallible Spirit. What 
confuſion and uncertzinty they labour under , as to the Author of 
it, may be gathered from Lxdov. de Tenas Iſagoge $2 ſcripts lib. 1. 
difficult. 5. Se@. 2. yea it bath often been convicted of many errours; 
and theretore that Which was extant in the time of the Council of 
Trent , was corrected by Sixtzs Quintus, that of Sixtws by-Cle- 

.meat the $. and that of Clement the $. accuſed by Tſidoye Clarizes of 
.many errours3 nor can Clement himſelf abſolutly atlezt its freedom 
from errour: And yet the Council.ot Trezt, paſling by 'the Origi- 
nals, pronounces the. Vulgar Latin to be the Authentick Scripture : 
YeaLudop de Tens lib.cit difficult. 2. $c3.4.Says that the Hebrew Text 
3s to be correted by the Vaulgar Latin. Such folly is wi:tily checked 


ty Hicrom, Epiſt. 102+ ad Marcellatt Si diſplicet fontis nunda prijlimi 
renc(os bibant rivulos. Fitth'- 


— 


the Rile of Faith,  , 
- Fifthly , Romanifts' accuſe the Scripture of Imperfetion, as not can” 
taining: all the material Objeflr of Faith. fo Eckyius in Enchiris» 
6pe:4+ Coſtcr in Enchirid. lib. 2. c2þ. 5, Bell. lib. qo ae werb. Det , cap- 
35 4+ : Greg. ae Valen. de Analyſ. fidet, lib. $. cap. 6. Gordon of Hetiy, 
conttov- J« de verb. Dez,cape 28 num. 4. (ays, that it is the lealt part 
. of the Word of God which is contained in S:ripture : Nay, D Beard 
in Retradt. Mt. 6» reports, that Hofius ſhould have dared to fy, Me- 
lius attum fuiſſe cum Keclefia ſanullum extarct ſcriptum Evangelium 3 
it had been for the Churches advantage that there had becn no writ 
ten Goſpel. I tremble te tranſcribe fich Blaſphemy. Doth not the 
Council of -Trent Seff. 4. define, that unwritten Traditions are to be 
received pa-3 pietatis affefiu , with the ſame revercnce and devotion, 
as the Scripture it ſelf, Yea, they magnitie Tradition above the ho - 
ly Scripture. Hence Spondaxus , the Epitomator of Baronius , {pares. 
not to athrm ad anyum 53. num. 4. Traditiones exeellere ſupra Scrip* 
zuras, that Traditions have an gpceTiency above the Scriptures, and 
confirms 1t by this reaſon , © vol Scripture non ſubſifterent , niſi Tra- 
ditionibus firmareutur, Traditiones vero ſine Scrip:eris ſua:n obtinent 
firmitatews | ; | | 
Stxthly, Romanilts accuſe the Scriptures in their greateſt purity, 
with fuch obſcurity, ambiguity, and multitude of defperate ſenſes , that 
they cannot inſtru} us in the way of Salvafion, but as they are ſenſed 
by the Komiſh i#fullible Judge. Hence are many of thoſe ignomint- 
ous expretiions, which Coſter, Melchior Cans, Pighins, and others, 
belch out againſt the Scripture, as ſuffering themſelves to be wire- 
drawn by any interpretation. Greg. de Vale. lib. 5. de Analyſ*fidei, 
caþ« 2+ 15 bold toſay that the collation of Scriptures is ſo far from 
terminating Controyerſies , #t magis augeat, that it rather encrea(cs 
. them : Yea, D. Beard relates of Pelargns the Jeſuit, that we read in 
Scripture that an Aſs did ſpeak, but never that the Scripture it ſelf 
ſpeaks : So that this Romaniſt makes the Scriptures more mute than 
Balaams Aſs 3 than which (as faith the Doctor) what could be bray- 
ed more like the B:aft he fpake of. 
- Seventhly, They prohibit the Verſim of the Scriptures into Vulgar 
Languages, and the people to read the Scripture. Bence Cardinal To- 
let, lib. 1+ deinſtradt. Sacerd. cape 10+ Sed. g. reckons the' Bible amorg 
prohibited Books 3 and Lwdov. de Teng in Iſagoge ſacs ſcript. lib. 1. 
difficul. 3. Sed. 1. acknowledges, that in the Catalogue of prohi.. 
bited Books ſet forth by Cardinal @ «ivoge Reg. 6. omaia Bibliz in 


Lingua vilgari probibentur all Bibles woatſoevcr in a Valgar Tongue 
L are 
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are prohibited : And that they are as percmpterily-prohibited'ih a -- 
late Catalogue, publiſh:d at the Command of Cardinal Bernard de 
Roias, and Sandoval Reg. 4. Alpbonſms & Cafiro- lib. 4. de herefc 
c4Þ+.4.3- pronounces the reading ot Bibles to be the caule of Errours . 
in R:ligionz and therefore commends Ferdinand, King of Spain for-: 
prohibiting , under .higheſt-pains, the. Tranſlations: of Bibles into 
Vulgar Languages, or .the importing of. fuch Bibles, or having . 
them in ones cuſtody. Sixtzes Sexenſis,is,of the lame Opinion, lib. 6. 
Bib. Annct. 152, and Jeſuit Azorixs, Tom: 1« Lnſtits Moral. lib. 8. cap. 
26. q- :» athrms it tobe an Herelie. in Lxtberons and Colvinifts, to ab. 
ſert, that the Scriptures ought to be tranſlated. into Valgar Lan- 
guages : It's true, Bell. lib, 2. de yerb Dei, cap» 1 5+ fpeaks of-a power 
ro give Licenſcs to read the Scripture, in Valgar Languages, granted - 
by £3us the 4+ to Biſhops, Tnquiſitors, and Conteflors; but it is as 
true , that that power was cither given only by a Cheat, or.re- 
called by.after-Popes, as is evicted by Rivet in Tſagogs capeI 3. Sett.- 
4+ from the Index of prohibited Books 3 .as aye 706 by Cle- 
ment $. in obſerv:t. circa Reg. 4+ The ſame obſcrve,of Pope Clement 
the 3. his annulling the power of giving Licenſes, is improved by . 
Teſuit Azorizes , loce cit» whereppaa at, kength he conclades, that the.. 
Bible, or any part thereof, in any Vulgar Tongue, is prohibited y 
which, ſays he, intilate precipitur ſervandum , + e. is commanded . 
_ tobeinviolably obſerved ; Neither do their Prohibitions reach cnly-- 
Veiftqns made by Hercticks , but alto madeby Catholicks. Yea, Res, 
ginald in Calvino-Turciſms libs 4. cap» 7+ is bold to conclude, Trans: 
ſlutiones penitts ſuppremendas,etiamfi diviga ©: Apoſtelica niterentur a> - 
thorizate , that Tranſlations of Scripture are utterly to be ſuppreſicd, 
though, they were warxanted by Divine and Apoſtolick Authority < |. 
is not this more like the concluſiqn of a Turk, than of « Chriſtian ?: - 
And when they grant Licenſes , it's -meerly_ out of necellity., when... 
they ſee people would not be refirained from rtading . Vertions , as - 
Gretſte acknowledges in defen{. Bell. lib. 2. de verb. Deb, cap. 1 5. How . 
contrary is thi;-to the Inſtitution. of God , who cauſed writ the 
Scripture in vulgar , or commonly:underſtood Tangues , and coms 
mandcd all to ſearch the Scriptures 3 netiher can themſelves deny, 
but it is againſt the practiſe. of the Primitive Church, as may be ſeen 
in Alphonſus 2 Caftro, and Sixtas Senenſis loc. cit. Were the people 
to b- ſecluded from reading the Scripture ? .Would the Apolile Foby 
have written ane of his Epillles to a: Woman? Would Hierons Epiſt. 
16+ Or Paxliyzs, give this advice to. Cilaniia , fint Divine Scripture 
ſemper 
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ſemper in manibiie tis, let the Divine Scriptures be always la thy 
bands: Or would that ſame” Hierom Epiſt. 22+ recommend to Ex- 
floebium not todefiſt from reading the: Scriptures, until being _—_ 
ome with fleep,, ther head fell down, as it were, to ſalute the'leats 
: of the Book , tene#tz codicem ſommus obrepat,, & cadentem faciem Pa- 
gina ſanlta ſuſcipiats, Do nottherefore our Romifh Adverſarics draw 
- ON themſelves the-Quiſe . Locke Iſo J2o Woe unto you Lawyers » ye 
bave taken away the Key of Knowledge 2 ye enter notin your ſelves, and 
' them that were entering'in ye hindred. ; : 
Eighthly and laſtly , *Not to mention more at thi; time, ds not 
theix Cononiſts give #he-Pope power-to diſpence with Scripture Com - 
mands,and Probibitions and though their-Divines ſeem not to go 
the fall length of- the Canoniſts, yet they can reconcile themſelves 
by a diflin&ion , as may be ſeen in Azor. Part. 2. Tuſtit. Moral, lib.4. 
cap. 18. where he poſitively affirms that Canoniſts commonly aſſert, 
Poſſe Romanum Pontificems jus divinum declarare, interpretari, refwin- 
gere, remittere, amplificare, angere & mutare; i.e. that the Pope of 
[Rome may Ceclare, interpret, rcftri, remit, amplifie, large, and 
change the Divine Law. And though he bring in the Divines Opin: 
on ſomewhat otherwiſe , yet he grants they alſo maintain, that the 
Pope may bunc vetallum a Furis Divini rigore eximere , exempt this 
or that perſon from the rigour of the Divine Law. And by virtue of 
this diſtin&tion, betwixt abrogation of Divine Law; and exempiion 
of a man from the rigour of Divine Law, he ſays Canoniſts and 
Divines may be fully reconciled. I will rake no further in this Dung- 
hill 3-1 only leave it to be confidered , whether that forged Coat 
of Arms of which the Pamphleter talks, viz. a reverſed Bible ( for 
it's no wonder that Jcluits-adventure on falſe Herauldry, who are fo 
bold in preaching Herefies ) would not better ſuit with Jeſuited Ro» 


maniſts, who are fo many ways injurious to the holy Scriptures, 
than with a-Protcliant, 


7 


SECT, I1. 


The ſtate of the Queſtion, concerning the Rule of Faith, opened , and 
the Scriptures briefly proved to be:the Rule. 


Hould I inſiſt to prove the abſurdity of each of the indignitics 


done by Romaniſts to the holy Scriptures , this Tractate would 
{well to a mmious bigneſs. I ſhall therefore, ac the time, pitch upon 


that 
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that one particular mentioned in the Title; ok. this-Chapter,. viz 
whether the S-riptures be -the principal, and. compleat. Rule of . 
Faiths | 
*Excellently did Varinus deſcribe a Rule , wetezr abranlevoiy Terry 
deals tal agaptoly pudeapes $7104%048101.3 7-6, an inlallible meaſure, 
which neither admits adJition nox diminution ;- And therefore by 
the principal and compleat Rule of Faith , I underfiand the chick 
and.adequate Standard or meaſure, by which. we are to judge of all 
the Articles of Religion , or material objects of our Faith : So chat 
whatever is not warranted. by, and.agrecable to that Stancard and 
meaſure, is to be rejeRed as no pygiut of our Faith. In this ſenſe 
we. aftum the Seripturss to be the compleat and principal Rule, of 
Faith, and of all true Religjon. I call the Scripture the principal 
Rule of Faith; to diſtinguiſh it from other ſubordinate Rules: For 
Learned Protettantshave grantcd, that Tradition, and the Dodtrine 
of the Ancient Church, may in a Jarge ſenſe be termed Rules of 
Faith z but fo. as they are tobe requced to, and examined by this 
principal Rule of the holy Scriptures. . It's true , D. Sanderſon de 
oblig.” Conſe. pre'eths 4+ Seft. 14,15, denics the Rule of Faith, and of 
Life, to be ad<quately the ſame, ſuppoſing that natural reaſon, in 
{ome things, may be the Rule of Life , and the rather, feeing Hea: 
thens had a Rule , to which in ſome meaſare they might conform 
their aGtians , which could be none clſe but Reaſon, and the iunate 
principles of Morality : But the Rule of Divine Faith 'muſt..be Di- 
vine :Revelation ,. which the ſaid Learned Docor, with other Prote- 
ſtants, maintains againſt Romaniſts, to be Scriptural. Yea further he 
acknowledges, Sed. 15. 19. the Scripture to be the adequate Rule of 
Life alſo, info iar as our actions are ſpiritual, .and dirc&ted to a ſus 
p-rnatural end. As for Romaniſts. ſo well axe. they ſerved by their in- 
tallible Judge, and fo far are they trom that Uyity whereat. they 
boaſt, that they are broken into a multitude of Opinions, touching 
the Rule of their Faith and Religions 
For frft, many old Schopl-men, as Aquinas 2. 2. 9. 1- art, 10.and 
Part+ 3. q+ I. art. 3,11 corp. Scotas Prologe in ſents q. 3. Durand Pre- 
fat: in lib. ſent, ſcern to atfirm with us, that Scriptaxe is the compleat 
Rule ot Faith , whercin all ſupernatural Truths, neceſſary to be be- 
licvcd, are revealed, But {econdly, Bell. lib, 4. de verb. Dei, CaÞs 1 Os 
Be an. The vl. Schal. Part. 3. Traft. 1. cap. 7. Set. 5+ and. others fay, 
that the Scripture is only a partial Rule, the cowplcat Rule conlitiing 
ot the whole Word of God, writtcn, and unwrittcn. There be 0- 


thers, 
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thers, thirdly, as Alphoyſus 2 Caro, lib. 1, conte hereſe cap» 5+» Grege 
 deVal. de Analyſ. fidei lib. $. cape 2+ Suarcz de triple virts tratt. Þ, 
diſp.-5- Sc. 2.Sed. 5. Petrus 2 Se fo epb in Idea Theol. Moral. lib. 3. 
cap» 2+ Reſol. 5,6, 7. who fay, that the compleat Rule compiizes 
not only the Scripture and unwritten Traditions, but alfo the defi 
nitions of the Church; 3, e. of Pope and Council. But tourthly, 
there appears another party among, hem who would degrade the 
Scriptures from being any part of the principal Rale of Faith at all, 
aſcribing that entirely to Tradition; For this, Learned River in Iſa: 
gog, cap\ Z» cites, among others , Alberins Pighius , ſaying, Legem 
Cbriſizanam diffeere a vetere, quod Tradiionis tantiim fit , non Scrip- 
{ure , that the Chriſtian Law in this differs from the old Liw, that 
t cenſiſis: only in Tradition. Jeſuit Cofter alf& Hb. 2. Enchirid, caps 1. 
makes only the perpetual Tradition of the Church to be the princi« 
 palRulest Faith: Chriftus exim , nec Ecclefiars & cbartaccis Secriptis 
pendere, nec membranis my{[eriz ſua committere voluit ; For Chriſt (faith, 
he) would not have-his Church to depend upon Paper- writings, net« 
ther would he commit his Myſteries to Mermbrans. Chamier lib. 1. . 
de cans caps 2+ Seft. 9, ſhews the fame-to be the Dorine of Caranza, 
which bcing objected in a Diſpute to Gamtier the Jcluit , Gautier 
ſeemed ſo much aſhamed of' it, that he undertook to ger it Ceiifured 
witha deleatur, by-Papal Authority, But though they have expun- 
gel many things that made for the -honour of Scripture , whercot . 
Chamier ibid. Sef,:10, gives inftances from @uivogs's Index cxpurga» - 
ztorins, yet that impious DoGtrine of Caruazs, ſo derogatory to 
S:ripture, ſtands, for what Il know, withont Cenfure to this day, . 
Yea, Bell. himſelt ,: though with one breath, he acknowledg.ti the 
Scriptures to be a part of the Rule of Faith; and Jib. 1. deverb. Dc# 
cap» I» adorns them with that high Elogy, as being certa & ſtabilis 
rezula Fidei: .yet with another, as it were revoking this, [ib. 4. de 
very. Dc, cape 12+» Scg. Reſpondeo: ad majorem , pcxemptorily- denies 
this to be finem proprium.& precipuum Scripture ut eſſet reguls fidet, 
ſed ut eſſet commonitorinum quoddam ,” the proper and principal end of 
the Scripture tobe the Rule of Faith, but ouly that it might be a cer- | 
tain Commonitory. Fifthly, M. }b;t, Rufhworth, and Serjeant, have 
made no little noiſe, of late, with the notion of Oral Tradition, 
as being the Rule of Faitn. The difference betwixt thele two lafi Qs - 
pinions, may perhaps..be taken thus, according to the Opinion of 
Cofter, Faith muſt be reſolved into the Tradition of the Church, tho- 
rough all ſucceſſive Apes, from the time-of the Apeſiles, to this vw : 
ut . 
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but according to M. #hyt, and his Complices, into the Oral teſtimo» 
ny of the preſent Church, Sixthly and laſtly, Gordon of Huntly in 
Epitome comrove Toms 1. controve 2+ cap, 15+ makes the Rule of Faith 
to be the definition of the prefent Church., which, ſays he, gives not 
only teſtimony, but Authority to the Scriptures, and thisappeareth 
to be the mind of this Pamphleter : For pags 7 5+ he ſays; hex Bue- 
ſtions ariſe concerning Scriptzres , the Dottrine of Fathers, yea and. 
Traditions themſelves, then all is to be reſolved into tbe definition of the 
preſent Church; that is ſurely, into the ſentence of their intallible vi- 
ſible Judge ; By all which it may appear, Romanilts have no-.certain 
Rule of Faith, they being: ſo divided about. it. ..But-though., like 
Sampſon's Foxes, they look contrary ways , yet they agree generally 
againſt us ( unleſs you except thoſe Ancient School-men ) to aſſert, 
that Scripture is not the-principal and compleat-Rule of Faith. In 
this Negative ,-®zakers {who make their Enthufiaſms, and-Light 
within, to be the Rule of:Faith ) do joyn with Romanitts in oppo» 
 fition to us. : 

It is obſervable, that though fome diverſity may be found in the 
writings of Reformed Divines in. expounding the: formal obje& of 
' Faith , yet ſofar as I have hitherto learned, they are al) agrced 1n 

the great Point now under debate , viz.:That the Scripture 18 the 
principal and compleat Rule of Faith. For they who hold, as do the 
moſt, the formal object of-Faith to be a compound of the Veracity 
of God, and of Divine Revelation , do accordingly affirm Scriptural 
; Revclation to be the principal and adequate meaſure, or Rule, accord- 
ing to which we are to judge of all material objed&s. or Articles qf 
Faith : They likewiſe who conceive the formal obje& of Faith, iole- 
ly and entirely to conliſt in the Veracity of God alone, as doth Learn«. 
ed and Judicious M. Baxter in the Preface to Part. 2. of his Saixfs 
Reſt , do yet acknowledge that Scriptueral Revelaiinn is the principel 
mean by which the Veracity of God is applied to all the material objeAs, 
or particular Articles of Faith , and conſcquently, by them alſo the 
Scripture is held to be the chief and compleat Standard, Mcaſure, or 
Rul:, by which all Articles of Faith are to be judged. In this lurely 
M. Chillingworth, Richard H1oker » Richard Baxter, &c. agree with 
other Proteſtant Authors. The difference btwixt theſe Divines, as 
to this, appears reducible to that School-queſtion , whether Divine 
'Revelation be a part of the formal object of Faith, or only a condi- 
tion requiſite, that we may upon the Veracity of God believe the 
material objects or pasticular Articles of Faith, There be great 
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Schogl-men for both thefe Opinions, without cenfure of Hereſie on 
either hand , as may be ſcenin Carleton Theol: Schol, Toms 2+ diſp. 4+ 
$c&. 2-& 3- Would Romaniſts thercfore grant, that Seriptural Re- 
yelation is the principal mean by which the Veracity of God is-ap- 
plicd to all the materia! objeAs of Faith, ſos this were the Standard 
by which Weare £0 judge of all Articles of Faith. I ſhould not much 
contcnd with them , whether they looked on Scriptuzal Revelation 
as 4 part of the formal objea of Faith, or only as a requiſze condi» 
tion to our believing upon the Veracity of God 3; but how far they 
are from this, may appear by the account 1 have given of their O- 
pinions in the foregoing Paragraph z it not being my concern, at the 
cine, to debate that Queſtion of the formal obje@ of Faith , I ſhalt 
abfira& from it , and keep cloſe to this, of the Rule of Faithz in 
which all Reformed Divines are agreed againſt Papiſts and Quakers, 
that Scripture is the principal, compleat, and infallible Rule of 
Faith. . 

I ſhall not dilate up5n Arguments to eonfirm the Orthodox Aﬀers- - 
tion , thishath.been doae copiouſly by Woittaker agaialt Stapletons 
lik, 3. de Authcr.- Script. Chamler Tom. 1. Payfirate lib. t» and very - 
lately by Tillozſon againſt F. $. much-deſs can 1t be expeRed that I - 
ſhould enter upon a particwar refutation of all thoſe errours , con= 
cerning the Rule bf Faith, into which Romanifisand Quakers are . 
ſubdivided , I hope it ſhall ſuthee, by ſome brief hints, to evi& the 
Scriptures to be the principal and compleat Rule of Faith , whereby 
the contrary actions of Adverſaries, in all hands, will vanifh into 
ſmoak : Only this I muſt not omit , that though Papilis talk big]y - 
of Univerſal Tradition, ard -confent of Fathers, yet if cither of 
theſe were. made. the Teſt , Popery would be found not to be the 
true Chriſtian Religion. So fearful are Ramaniſis of theſe difcrimi- - 
nating Tcſt*, that ſometimes they ſpare not to ſay, as Melchior Canns, 
lib, 7. cap 1. that though all the Fathers with one mouth own a Do» 
Erine, yet the contrary may be piouſly. defended 3 and of: Traditie 
ons, the Fraires / alenbutgii in (xamin. princie txamine 3. Num. 64+ 
athrm , ut 7 raditio aliqua fit Apoſtolica mihil detrimenti eam accipere, - 
licet aliquand> in Ecccſtz de ea dubitatum fit + yea this Pamphleter con- 
teſtes, page 75+ that juch deubrs may be. moved concerning Fathers and 
Traditions , that at length all muſt be reſolved into the defirition of the 
preſert viſible Jad.e, My work therctore ſhall be to hoJd out the 
Scripture to be the prigcipal aud.compleat Rule of Faith, whereby it 


wilt appear that other pretended Rules, cither are not true Rules, or 
but fibordinate to the Scriptures, = Did 
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'- Did not. our Lorl ]cſus in all his D-bates with D:vils .or, Here» 
ticks appeal to the S:riptures, and never to the Dccretals of Highs 
Pricfts, or unwritten Tradition? But jt's written, Te err, zot kyow® 
ing the Scriptures. *Are we not. remitted for decifion, of all Contro-. 
verſics to the Rule of the Scripture ? -1/az. 8 20s, Fob. 5+ 39+ Arc:not 
Scripture-Saints commended for improving thi; Rale ? 40. 17. 11. 
Are we not commanded fo to cleave to Scripture, 'as not to decline 
from it, cither to the right hand, or to the left ? Dewt.. 5. 32. Dent. 
17. It. 20. Deut. 28 13+ 14s Foſh. 1.7.8. Is there-not an Ana 


. thema pronounced upon all who broach any Dodrine, not- only cog- 


trary -to, but beſide the Scripture , whether Apoſtle or 'Angel? Gal. 
1. $, 9+ Which Scriptureis cxpoundedby Chryſoft. ix locum , Baſil in 


| Moral. Reg. 72. and: Anguſtine lih. 3. cont. lite Petil. cap, 6. of the 


written Word 3 who therr{hhall ſecure the Pope, when he obtrudes his 


: Preter anti-ſcriptural Oracles? 'Is not the Scripture given for this 


end, that we may believe, - and believing have eternal I:fe? Foh.30.3 1. 
Is it not called the Canon or Rule? Gal. 6. 16. Is not the Scripture 
the Rule;-by which all-within the:Church, and to whom the Goſpel 
15 preached, are to be judged at the Great Day ? Rom. 2.16, Foh, 
12+ 48. Fam. 2.12. Muſt it not then 'be 'the Rule according to 
which we are to believe-and walk ? Can there be any more Noble or 
infallible Ru'e thought of than the Scriptures of the Living God ? 
Is it not ſaid to-be more ſure, feBaroregys, than a: Voice from Hea- 
ven? 2 Pet. 1« x9. Was it not ſo cvident of old, that the Scriptures 
were the Ruleof che Chriſtian Religion, that theAdverlaries of Chri- 


Rianity made it their great defign to deſtroy theBible, thinking there- 


by to extirpate Chriſtianity eut of the world ? But this ſhould have 
been,. as M. Tilltſon obſerves, Sed. 3.page 20. malice without wit, 
according to-Romilh Principles : For had all the' Bibles in the world 
been burne, Chriftian Religion would nevcrthelcls been entirely pre» 
ſerved by Tradition, and the definitions of the infallible viſible 
Judge , nay the Church had becn a gainer thereby , for the occaſi- 
ontn] Parent of all Herefie, the Scripture,being out of the way, ſhe 
ſhould have had -all in her own hands, which Romaniſts are ill 
graiping after. But ſuppoſe t 1c Enemies of Chriltiauity miſtook their 
dcfign,how came the Chriftians in thoſe days to be fo tenacious of this 
Book, that rather then dcliver it, they would yield up thernfelves to 
torments and death ? why did they look upon thoſe that delivered 
up. the Scriptures, as Renouncers ct Chriſtianity, whom therefore 
they. called Traditores , if they had not looked on this Bock as the 
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Rule of their Faith, and chief mean of their Salvation. ? Were not 
_ thoſe who ſuffered for not delivering. up,the Scriptures, Conteflors 


and Martyrs for this great, Article of the R of Proteſtants, 
that 'the Scripture is the Rule of Falh? 

Is there any thing in the, world, to which: the propertics of, the 
principal Rule of Faith do ſo quadrate, as to the holy Scriptures ? 
Muſt the Rule of Faith be 1. Certain both in it (elf, und as to us» 
2+ Irtelligible. ;. Comprehenſive of all, the material obj. &s of 
Faith, 4+ Independent as to its Authority, from any prior Rule of 
Faith. Ad 5, A publick Standard by which the Church may , con- 
vince gain ſayers ? Is there any thing to which all thele arc ſo exac- 
ly competent, as to the Scriptures ? a 

And 1+ For Certainty 3 how uncertain the infallibility of the Ra- 
miſh viſible Judge is , we have. already cleared ? But the teſtimonies 
of the Lord arc ſure, Pſz}. 19.7. yea more ſure than a Voice from 
Heaven, 2 Pet. 1+19. It the motives of credibility firmly demon- 
fxrate any thing, 'it is this. Can any writing in the Earth compare 
with the Scriptures , as to Antiquity ? Have they not been miracu* 
louſly preſerved , thouzh Antiochus Epiphanes, and the Roman Eme 
perours, &c. ſo induſtrioufly endeavoured their. utter, abolition, 
whercas many other Books of excellent uſe have xeally periſhed, up- 
on'whole ruine men had no ſuch defign.? Hath not the truth of the 
Scriptures been4olemnly atteftcd by. the Heroick conſtancy of Mar 
tyrs, of all Scxes and Ages, unaer molt exquiſite torments , whole 
reſolutencls could nc proceed exther fromthe greatneſs of a natural 
ſpirit, atf{:Qation of vain-glory , want of ſcnſe of their [ufferings, 
or Philoſophical torticude, but trom a tirm perſwaſzon of the Divine 
Orginal of the' Scriptures? Hath not the fame. been confirmed -by | 
moſt ftupendious Miracles, wrought not in corners, or only. among 
Favourites, but in the open. view of the world, 1a the face of ſaga- 
cious and deſperate Enemies, who yet could never find a Cheat in 
one of them? Hath not God fſignal:2ed the Enemies ot holy Sctip- 
ture with remarkable Judgments trom Heaven ? among whom were 
Theopempus and Theodectes , one of whom, as Ewſebins lib. $. de pre- 
par. Evang- cap. 5+ reports out ot Arijtexs , was {mitten with Mad- 
neſs , and the other with Blindneſs, for attempting to prophane the 
holy Scriptures ? Hath not the Scripture a mighty influence on Cons - 
ſciences, beyond all natural farce, both for'terrour and comfort, yea, 
and for ſanQthcation alfo ? And beſides, are there not invincible 
Charad&ers of a'Divine Original inherent © the Scriptures ? ſuc 


has 
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Uic incomparable ſan&ity of Scripture-Precepts , the nnfathzmable 
Tubltmity of Scriptare- Myſteries, which though Reaſon could never 
find out , yet being once diſcovered, Reaſon it (elf cannot but ac- 
knowledge t&bexdmirably {yirable for bringing about the ſalvation 
of fouls, the inimitable Majeftick, fi licicy of the ſtile , the won- 
dexfilf methods for atisfying Divine Juſtice , .reconciling finners to 
Ged , and picifying affli&ed Conſciences- And laſtly , not to men- 
tion.mdre, the Native tendency of the' whole Scriptures to ingage 
all mcn 'to the ſerious ftudy of holincſs, and to the hatred ot all 
manner of wickedneſs, by the mofi powerful and rational motives 
imaginable; isfoniuch that it's beyond controverſic amongſt Chrifh + 
ans; though otherwiſe of various per{waſions, that the Scripture is 
the Word of God : Hence Bell, is forced to fay, lib. 1. dewerb. Dei, 
cap, 2 Scripturis mibil-eftcertius , nibil eſt notins and a little after, 
$acrs Scriptura regula creflends certiſima, tutiſimaque eft , that is, 
the Scripture is the moſt certain and moſt ſafe Rule of believing : 
Nay more , he concludes him an errant Fool who derogates Faith 
from the Scriptures, his words axe , Vt ftultiſimum cfſe neceſſe fit qui 
allis fidem efſe habendam neget. 
S:condly , If Scriptures were not intellizible as to all things ne- 
eſſary to Salvation , they ſhould not be ſufficient for the end, for 
which God made them, . which is Joh. 20. 31+ That, we may believe, 
and believing bave eternal tife. If it bz anſwered, that they accom» 
plifk their end, in {o far as their want of perſpicuity is fapplied by 
the Church, -or bythedckanitions of the infallible Judge, this is ea- 
Afily repelled , becauſe either the Church , and the infallible Jadge, 
gather the underſtanding of theſe Myſteries which they clearly pro- 
pound from Scripture, or not ; if from Scripture , then Scripture did 
dcliver them intelligibly , cle could they not have ben gathered 
From Scripture: if the Church, and the ſuppoſed infallible Judge, 
have not the knowledge of theſe Myſteries from the Scripture, then 
the Scriptures does not, cagnoteffeFuate the end for which it was 
made, viz. to work Faith in us, and to guide us to Eternal Life , 
but that end is brought about by the Church , and by other means. 
Romaniſts (to uſe the phraſe of a late Writer ) repreſent God fpzak-+ 
ing ia the Scriptures as a Sphinx uttering Riddles, that the Pope, 
and his Paraſites, may be reputed the only Oedipwr's in the world. 
But "that ſaying of Hilary of Paytiers, lib. 10. de Trinit. is no leſs 
excellcnt than tamous , Nox per difficiles zos Deus ad beatam vitam 
pocat que /tiones ——=> In abſoluto nobis & facili eft eternitar» How 
impious 


 jmpions is it to ſay, that the Romiſh Church in hen definitions ſpeaks = 
| more clearly than God in the - Scriptures? Were not the Canons of 
the Council of Trexs of purpoſe dubioufly conceived , to fatisfic dif- 
ferent intercfis ? Have not great Do@ors that were. preſent in the 
Council put contrary ſenſes on the Canans thereof Þ Though Papiſts, 
and other Hereticks , do accule the Scxiptuze as, unintelligible, yet 
doth not their own.pra@ice, at other times, confute them ? No 
they not argue from the Scriptures for their Opinions > How imper= 
tinent were this kind of arguing, if Scriptuxe were not intelligible 2 
Neither can it be (aid, that they argue thus only, ad hominem, againſt 
us 3 for though we acknowledge the perſpicuity of the Scriptures, 
yet not the Romiſh glſkes impoſed on the Scripturcs , and therefore 
theſe arguings could have no tignificancy againſt us, unleſs they ſup» 
poſed they could bring grounds from Scripture to prove thcir gloſles 
to be true : Yea, docs not this Pamphleter, pag. 106, 107, 108,109+ 
heap up a multitude of Scriptures which be ſuppoſes are expreſs as 
gainſt the Dcfrine of Proteſtants ? Thele Scriptures thall be conkider- 
ed in their own place : Now only, doth not his alledging them, ſup- 
poſe them intelligible , eſpecially ſceing he propoſes them ſo nakedly 
without the Comment of ary infallible Jadge upon them ? 'Tis 
true, there be obſcure places In Scripture; yet as Auſtin 1ihs de wtil. 
credendi cap. 6. excellcntly obſerves, the Divine Wiſdom hath fo 
| modified and tempered the Scriptures , ut xemo inde. hawrire non poſ- 
fit quod fibi ſatit eft , ſi modo ad hanriendum devoie & pie, ut vera Re- 
ligto poſcit,accedat ) i e that any man may learn from them what is 
fufficient to his ſalvation, providing he ſearch them with that pious 
devotion which becomes a Religious Enquirer. And again, Serm. 
11-deverbis Dom. Paſcimar apertis, exercemur obſcuris, ibi fames pel- 
litur , bic ſaſtidium\ 3. e. Clear Scriptures feed us, obſcure places ex- 
erciſe us3 by the one our hunger is ſatisfied, by the other our loathing 
1s prevented. And Greg. Prefat. ad Leandrum, before his Commen- 
taries on Fob, the Scripture is a Rives, Planus & altu}, in quo © 
annnus ambulet, &F Elephas aaltet, both nailow and/deep, wherein \ 


< 


Lamb may walk, and an El-phant (wim, | 
Thirdly, Doth not the Scriptuyes comprebend all m 


: 


3terial' objetts 


of Faith? Are they not able to make us wile unto ſalvation? 2 Tim, 
3-15+ How could they accompliſh this end,, if they did not con. 
tain all that Is neceflary fo lalvation ? It Romanitis ln tothe old | 


Ev-f1on , that what 1s wanting in the $:ripture, is ſupplied by the 
Citarch,: they arc readily contuted , 


for then the Scripture were not 
M 2 able 
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ale tomaks us wiſe to falvation , bur the Church by other, meany 
ſhould dot: "Ifthe Church have 'truths not contained in, $cripture,, 
either they are more ſiblime than! theſe in Scripture, or not : Not. 
more ſublime :- Are there more ſyblime Myſteries. of Chriſtianity, 
than 'the 'Myfteries of *the Trinity, Incarnation, Reſurrection all 
which areutiloubtedly in Scripture, . Tf then, they be but inferjour. 
Truths ; ſeeing God committed the moſt. ſublime Myſteries to wri- 
ting , how' kept he up thoſe inferiour Truths ?. But whence hath the 
Church the knowledge of thofe. Myſterics not contained in Scrip- 
ture ?. if-they tay from Oral Tradition , then Oral Tradition ſhould 
rather be the Rule of Faith, than the ſentence of the infallible, Judge, 
which, 1-doubt, if the Jeſuited party will admit, Lappeal to all the 
Romaniſts in the world , to inftance one Article of Faith conveyed. 
down by Univerſa) Tradition , and not contained in the Scripture ?- | 
Is there ary dogmatical Controverfic betwixt Romaniſtsand ug, for 
which they pretend not Scripture ? Is not this a practical teſtimony 
to the fulnels of Scripture, as comprehending all material objects of 
Faith, whichat other times they diſpute againſt ? | 
-  Thechief difli-uity that here can be moved is, that Scripture cane 
xot prove its own Original to be Divine , or define the number of Cano» 
nical Books. Not to infiſt upon many things which may be replied, 
this alone, at this time, may ſuffice, that though what is objected 
were true, yet Scripture would not ceaſe to be the Rule of Faith; 
it being ſuffci.nt, that the Rule of Faith doth determine all queſtions 
about the material obje&s of Faith z whereas the Books of holy. 
© Scripture are either a part of the formal obje& of Faith, or at leaſt 
a eondition belonging thereto; or to ſpeak more plainly, they are the 
Rule of Faith it ſelf : Nay, this is ſucha Pcdantick Sophiſm, asif to 
uſe M. Chillingworth's example in his ſafe way to ſalvation, cap. 2. 
See. 27. When a Merchant ſhewing his own ſhip, containing all his 
ſtock, ſays all his ſubſtance is in ſuch a ſhip, one ſhouldinfer, that ei- 
ther the ſhip were no part of his ſubſtance, or that the ſhip were in 
her ſelf; whereas the Merchants <xpreſſion imports no more , but 
that 3ll his goods diſtin from the ſhip were contained therein. So 
if. Scripture be able to determine all queſtions of Religion, concern- 
ing the materia} objeRs of Faith, though thoſe, which relate to its 
being the Rule , receive Evidence another way, it loſes nothing of 
this property of the Rule of Faith. And to ſhew that Romaniſts are 
no leſs concerned in this objeRion than we , I ask if they can align 
-any Rule of Faith that can reſolve all queſtions which may be moved 


concerning . 


: the. Rule of Faith. &% 
enncerning it {lf as whether Oral Tradition, or the definition of 
the.yiſble Judge be the, Rulez, or which, ſoever of thiſe;be pitched 
upon ,' can it prove its own infallibility *: can'it refoly: whatiArticles : 
of Faith are only to be learned by unwritten Tradition , ; and not at 
all by Scripture , or. who 1s the ſubjeQt-of Lnfallibility., , whether the 
Pope or Council, or. both conjundly ? Is it not like chat, before, they . 
produce a Rule of 'Faith to xcfolve theſe and ſuch like queſtions, they. ; 
will betake themſclves to our Anſwer, that it's not- requiſite that-: 
the queſtions which concern the being of the Rule uf Faith, be reſol- 
ved by the Rule it felt, only Fmuſt mind them , that theſe things. 
muſt at Jeaſt have evidence. from ſome other. head , which I. doubt. 
will hardly bc found, conc2rning the quetiions laſt mentioned : But 
the queſtions which they move.to us coacerning the Divine Original | 
of the Scriptures, and the number. of Canonick Books, receive a. 
clear determination , partly from'the motives of Credibility, as Ro-. 
maniſts them(ſclves confeſs, concerning all the Books which we hold.. 
as Canonical, The like cannot be ſaid of their Apocrypha Books , as . 
ſhall appear Se&. 3. and Append. 1. to cap. 7. and partly by the in-. 
trinſick Characters of a Divine O:1iginal, for thoſe are inherent to. 
411 the Books of Scripture, and to no other writing,, conſequently . 
thole give evidence of their Divine Extra&t., though not by a for- 
mal teſtimony. I ſhall not here inlift upor the reflex teftimony. which | 
Ecrip: ure gives toits awn Divine Original, 2 Tim. $ 16+, All Scrips, 
zure 3s given by inſpiration of God, ox of the ground which is given, 
Roms 3+ 2. to diſprove the Apocrypha Books as no. part of the lacred 
Canon of the Old Feltament, mn as much as.the,Scri;ture: of the. 
Ole T<cftament was delivered to the Jewiſh. Church, which certainly _ 
never owned the Apocrypha Books as part of the Scriptures, as 1s clear 
from Joſephus , lib. t« againſt Appion. . Yet becauſe we muſt tirft ſup- 
poſe the Djvine Original of rhole teftimonies, before we argue from 
them; therefore I reſt on what Thave ſaid: What need I more, fo 
fall are the Scriptures, that Baſil:Serm, de vera-fide., concludes it a 
manifeſt falling from the Faith, pareggr. Tarrocly wigtes, and a cer- 
tain proof of pride a ater. 71 7@ ye yeauutrer, = inucoayuy T1 - 
TW ph yEyeaupter , cither to rejeA any thing thing that js wrib. 
ten, or to'1ntroduce any thing that is not written, J 
' Fourthly , Doth. the . Authority of the Scriptures depend upon any- Ct 
prior Rwle 5 if there were any, ſhould it not be either Tradition, or : 
the definition of the Church not Tradition? The moſt that the 
Council of Trent dared to Jay for Traditions, was to equal them - 
| with.:; 
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with the gcripture', to: be received pari pietatis affeu 3 but if they 
were'a Prior Rule, upen' whoſe Authority the Authority-of $crip- 
ture did 'depend , they ſhould be preferred to the Scripture. 1 ac-+ 
knowledge Tradition to have a chicf place among the motives of 
Credibility, preparing us to believe the Scripture 3 Tradition, I (ay, 
rot of the Church only , but alſo of Infidels :' Yea, the teſtimony of 
Infidels, in this cafe, may perhaps be more convincing than the te- 
kimony of the Church, for Enemies cannot be (uppoked to be cops 
rupted by intereſt, to give teſtimony againſt their own felyes: Nor 
will, | hope, Romaniſts be ſo impudent, as to ſay, that the teltimouy 
of Infidels is the Rule of Faith? If Tradition of the Church were 
to be the Rule, either it muſt be the Tradition of the Church un- 
der this Reduplication, as being the Chuxch \ or as the Tradition and 
teſtimony of ſuch prudent men : Not the firit 3 for the Churzh cans» 
not be known as a Church, but by the proper notes of the Church 
and theſe cannot be had, but by the Rule ot Faith, this being a part 
of our Faith, that theſe are the proper notes of the true Church, 
and conſ.quently I muſt firſt know the Rule of Faith, betoxe I know 
the Church under the reduplication of a Church. This, 1 ſuppoſe, 
will be found to be demonftratively concluiive: It therefore the 
Tradition of the Church only, as the teſtimony of prudent men, be 
fai& to be theRule, a meerly humane thing ſhould be the principal 
Rule of the Chriſtian Faich and Religion , which 1 believe no Chri- 
tian, unleſs he be of a Socinian impretſion, will admit, I contcls the 
concurring teſtimony; and Tradition of fo many prudent men, who 
cannot be ſuppoſed to have colluded together upon any baſe defign 
to cheat the World , may be fo tar convincing , as to ſhew that. 
there is no rational ground of doubting the Divine Ociginal of the" 
Scriptures , and ſo may remove thoſe prejudices which might have 
impeded our diſcovery of thiofe intrintick-Rays of Majeſty reſplen- 
dent in the holy Scriptures , which are the chiet Evidence of their 
D.vine Original. But beſides, giving, at.d not granting, that our 
iflent to the Divine Original ot the Scriptures were only founded 
apon the Charches Tradition, yct it doth not follow, that the 
Churches Traartion (hould be the pcincip.l Rule oi Faith ; Which 1 
illuſtrate by two examples. 1t's granted by all, that-the Veracity of 
Go4 13 the tormal obje& ot Faith, if not in whole, yet in parts but 
the firlt afſcnt that is given tothe Veracity of Gd, is ſurely found- 
ed upon Natural Reaſon : Yet School mcn themſclves will not ad- 
mit that £hof-: Natural Reaſons, which *prove the Vcracity of God, 


_ alc 


.are the formal obje& of Faith, as may be ſeen in Liugo de fide, diſp. r, 
Sette 6. and, Carleton ,; Tom-\ 2+ Theol; ' $chalts #9. 3+ Seft. 2. 4 . 
"Who would be further fatisfied how Natural Reaſon is not the Rake 
of Faith and Religion, -albcitReligion and Faith do preſuppoſe Rea- 
ſon, I muſt remit them to the D-bates of our Divines againſt $0ciy13- 
axs, and to thoſe betwixt the Paradoxal Author of Phil-ſiphi 2 
Scriptur.e Interpres , and Vogelſanginr, &'e+ Only now I conclude 4 
pari, though Tradition alone fhould prove the Divine Original of 
the Scriptures, yet-would it not neceſſarily follow , that Tradition 
were the principal Rule of Faith. ' 1 add another example., ſuppoſe 
the King (ent a Letter to his Subjects, containing his pleaſure, as to 
ſundry particulars of moment , although the teſtimony of a Truſty 
Bearer might give Evidence, that the Letter were truly the Kings , 
yet would it be the Kings Letter, and not the Bzarers teftimony; that 
would be the rule of che Subjects obedience. The Applica ionris ob- 
410uS» The ſame jreafons demonttrate, that neither can the defani- 
tions of the Church be ther Rule of Faith , for we muſt know the 
Rule of Faith, before weknow the Charch as a Church, it being by 
the Rule of Faith that we have the knowledge of the notes ofthe 
Church. Nay further, the Church is built upon the Foundation of 
Prophets and Apoſtles, Epheſe 2. 20+ that is, upon the Scriptures of 
| the Old aud New Teſtament : for as Efthixs well obſerves, Prophets 
and Apoltles are faid to be the Foundation of the Church, ratione 
- Dotirine , inxclpeRt of their DodArine., but the Dodrine of the old - 
Prophets was only preſerved entirely and incorruptly inthe Scrip- 
Lures z for that the Traditions of . theſe times were vitiated , Chrilt 
witncfics oftner than once. Shall the Law of the moſt 'High Go1 re- 
<eive Authority fram his Creatures ? Did Aoſes , when he received 
the Law fromthe mouth of the Lord, wait for the ſuffrages of the 
Church, -or their Repreſentatives, to make it Authentick ? Whence 
have we the knowledge of the infallible and reciprocal notes of the 
Church, but from the Scripture? Then, 4urely, the belief of the 
Scripture muſt be preſuppoled to. the diſtin knowledge of the true 
Churchz conſequently our Faith cannot ultimately be reſolved into 

the definitions of the Church. 
Fifthly and laſtly , Is not the Scripture a prblick, Standard of Di- 
vine Truth , whereby the Church may convince Gain-ſayers? Doth not 
the Apoltle, 2 Time. 3+ 16. (ay, that the Scripture is profitable for re-- 
proof, agys eaeyyer , for evident conviction ? Did not Apollos, 
Af. 18+ 28. mightily convince the Jews by the Scriptures? Hence 
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 Athanafins z, Qrats cont. gentes,. 'Avraguiicudy yay ow at eyeal 
%; dramvevrot yeagd mers Thy Ths aauddas drayytarag 5 & 6. the fa- 
cred and divinely inſpired Scriptures are abundaiitly ſufficient for the 
'Declaration of-the truth ; Nor do I doubtbut the argi.ings of Pro- 
teſtants from the Scripture leave Convictions upon Jeſtuted Rotna» 
niſts, albeit, through intcrelt and prejudice, they Rifle them , and 
fudy Cavils againſt the clear light of Scripturc, Can cither the ſe- 
cret Eutbuſtz\ms of a Quaker be ſuch a publick Standard 'and mean 
to convince others, or yet the Enthuſi:Rick deciſions of the Romich 
pretended infallible Judge, ſeeing he neither can give Evidence of 
his Infal'ibility , nor jutallible grounds upon which he pronounces 
his ſentences, elfe upon thoſe grounds, without his ſentence people 
might be convinced of the truth. | By theſe hints, I hope it may ap- 
pear, that the proerties of the Rule of Faith, do exaQtly agree to 
the Scriptures ,. -but no more to the; decitions of the Romith infalli- 
ble viſible Judge , then to the Enthuliaſtick fancies of Quakers, 1 
may not now digrcls to contute Quaker whimſies, concerning the 
Jight within , which they mcke the Rule of Faith 3 which 1 Fope, 
ere long, ſhall be accurately done by the Pen of a Learned and Judis 
 cious: perſon in this place. : | 

_ If che judgment. Antiquity, as to this matter, be required, it 
were calle to tilla Volum. Take only a few touches, Ireners ljb. 3s 
cap. 1+ calls the Scripture the Pillar and Ground of Truth : Chryſcſts 
in- 2 Epiſt. ad Cor, Hem. 13..calls the Scriptures oimailov dxgrfy Zy= 
oy3y;Ra7 yy0H4rty xz: Kavi, the exat Billince, Rule, and Canon 
ot all things; Greg, Nyſſen-lib, 1. cnt. Eunome in Append. operum 
Baſilit, nerrhevy eogaris This daubeias br waves Soywadles 5 Die» 
yiwv5ls £57 pagTvela., that 15, Jeluit Grerſcy being Interpreter, In omni 
4 gmate optima judicandi ratio eft -divinitus inſpirata ſcriptura , the 
divinely inſpired Scripture: the .beſt Rule by which we can judge of 
every Article of Faith. Baſil Epiſt. 86. ad Enſtath. calls the Scrip- 
ture., -v5pcev x} Kevora 7% og9s Aye, the Law and Rule of that 
Which is righis Athanaſnes in $ ynopſt enchoras & ſuſtentacula fiat, 
the Anchors and Pillars ot Faith. Awuſtiz lib. 2. de bapt. cont, Donat. 
CaÞs 6+ Stateras divinas, Divine Ballances.  Tertxll. libs 4+ cont. Mar- 
.ciox cap» 3» the Chriſtian digeſts, alluding to the Civil Law, which 
4s a Rule 1n Law-caſes; and Caſſied. lib. 1 Tyſtit. cap. 12. and 15, by 
a like alluſion, the Pandeds. Bede is very expres, as cited by Gratian 
| cauſe F, queſt, 1. cap. 28. that the Scripture is unica credendi & v3. 
zendi regula $ the only Rule of Faith and Life. 
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the Rule of Fajth. = 
' Theſe things being ſo clear ,-I will now cxamine the Oaje ions 
of the -Pamphleter, which if they conclude 'any thing, make as 
firongly againſt themſelves, or any*Rule of Faith they can pretend 
toi#-yca ſerve as'well to prove that the Scriptares are no ground of 
Faith at all , as that they aremnut a ground of the Rehgion of 'Prote- 
ftants. In truth they are Cavils more beſeeming an Atheiſt that 
would oycrturn all Religion , than a Chriſtianz yct leati he ſhould 
ſay his Arguments were hot anſwered , I ſhall take them to - copli- 
deration. | | alk 


SECT. 11. 


"The Parkpbleters four principal Objefions azainſt the Scriptures 
being the compleat Rule of Faith , diſcuſſed. | | 


FABj<Aion firſt , He enquires, pag. 50, whether I make the Serip 
tures, 'as trenſlned, or as in the Original Tongues, the Rule of 
Faith, and ground of ear Religion. Not as tranſlated, becauſe Chamicr 
lib. 1. cap. 2- Set. 15. D-. Featly , whom he calls D. Daniel in his 
Treatiſe, theDippers dipped, pag. 1+ and D. Barron, tract. t« Cap. 2+ 
pag. 46-Taytbat Tranſltions only are Authentick, , ſp far as they a- 
gree with Originels. Now thoſe Original Tongues of Hebrew, Greek, 
and Syriack , -1ot owe of a thouſand nnderſtand : 4nd further, faith he, 
our Tranſlations ave cenſured” by Proteſtants : _Tainglius accuſes Luther 
Verfion of Erranrs\: Luther 'biniſelf confeſſes that be puts in the word 
{ola 31 the-Text , which was 10 #1 the Oripinal ; Car, Molinzus ſays 
Calvin in vis Harmony, makes the Text trip np\and Gown; Callalio'ac* 
euſes Pena's Tranſlation of many errours, M, Parkes Faxes the Geneva 
Tranſlation of many errours', and ſo dth M.Burges,and Hugh Brough- 
to, our Engliſh Verſion 3 yea Broughton | ys, tbat it cauſes millions of 
Souls to run to eternal flames , and in the Verſims mide under O.Eli- 
zabeth, and. K.:Jumes, there be many diverſities 3 ſyvictimes that put i» 
the Text which was in the Margin , and that in the Margin which was 
in the Text. | | þ Nw k BOY 

_- Tothisfirſt Atheiſtical inveRive againſt the holy Scriptures, which 
for moſ{part is ſtolntrom Breerly, pol. trad. 1.'Seg. 10. ſub4ivif, 4. 
and iraft. 2, carp, 2. Sed. 10. ſubdiviſ. 2. 1 anſwer firſt by xetbrtion. 
This ObjeFion milicates as ſtrongly againſt Romaniſts, 'as againſt us ; 
For after the ſame manner it may be cnquircd, whether the dehiniti- 
ons ot-theix Church, or intallible viſible Judge , namely , the'Decre- 
tals 
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xals:of Popes, and Cinons of Councils, be the ground of their Faith. | 
and Religion in. the Languages wherezn they were fiſt given out, 
viz, in Greek, or Latin, or as Tranſlated ? Net as Tranſlated , be- - 
cauſe the Tranſlations axe not Authentical, but in {o far as they agree. 
with the Principals, and the Principals by-many-are not underſtood : . 
But kcfides, what aſſurance can they have. that thoſe. Originals are . 
not corrupted in the conveyance by.fallible men? -Have.not Learned -. 
Criticks diſcovercd, that many ſuppoſititious Decretals, and .Canons 
cf Councils, are obtruded on. the Chriſtian world by Romanilis 8 - 
Hath.not Tfdere Clarins, a Popiſh, Writer, noted as many Erxours in 
the Vulgar Latin Verſion, as any of thoſe, mentioned in the Obje- 
ion, have alledged in the Verſions of Proteſtants ?'.conſequer.tly 
Romaniſts themſclyes mult confeſs this Argument of the Pamphleter 
to be a Sephiſm, ſecing it overturns alſo the ground of: their Religie 
on : Nay, the ſame Cavil might haie been moved againfithe Ancient 
Chriſtian Church,. for in heralſo. there-were many who underliood . 
not the Hebrew Text yea, ſome of the Fathers had little unders. 
ſtanding of that Language 3 then alſo there were innumerable Latin - 
Tranſlations, made by fallible perfons, witnels. Auſtin, lib, 2. de dof?.. 
Chriſti. cap. 10+ & 11+ though he do prefer capea 5-the Italian Trans 
ſlation to the reſts yet (o far was:the_ Ancient Church from eftecrs 
ing it perfe&, that Hierom judged it-.needful to make'2.ncwy Tran- 
{lation of the Old Teſtament out of the Hebrew:,' as himſelf xe- 
ports, lib. de piris allsftribus cape te and to. correct the erxours of 
the Vulgar Verſion of the New Teſtament gut of; the Greek 3 which 
work he undextookand  pexformed ,"at the tequet of Damaſus Bis 
(bop of Rowe, as appears. by Hierom, Epiſt. 12 3+ Prefat. ad Evang: 
81 Damaſ, and by Caſſied Injtits lib, 1. cap. 12+ Doth not the Pam- 
phſcter behave bhimſelt like an Atheiſt, ſceing his Objections againſt 
us militate againfi Chriſtianity it ſelf? Is not this a ſtrong demonſtra- 
tion, that our R<ligion is the true Chriſtian Religion , that the Ar+ 
guments of Papilts againſt us are the Cavils which Infidels- might uſe 
againſt Chriſtianity it ſelf? TE 
Secondly , Therefore leaving retorfion, I anſwer abſolutely , that 
Scripture, both in the Originals, and when faithfully tranſlated , is 
the Rule of Faith. 1f an Ambaſſadour deliver his mind by an Inters 
preter , are not the words of the Interpreter the words of the Am- 
biſſadour ? Was, not the Faith of the Epheſians built upon:the Foun- 
dation of the Prophets and Apoſlilcs? Epheſe 2+ 20. But it cantiot be 
ſuppoſed wih any.probabllity, that all che Ephifizns did underftand 
De the 


"the Rile of Faith, Gn. "61 
"the Originals of the Prophets writings, for "they were not Jews 
| therefore ſurely their Faith has been built on tratiflated Scripture : 
© Neicher can Chrilts Command of fearching the Scriptures, 7oh.5. 3Gs 
* be refiried to the Originals only, ſecing himſelf, and the Apoitics, 
did frequently cite the Scriptures according to the: Verſion of the 
70. Neither ſay Chamier, Featly, or D. Barron, any thing-contrary 
tothis , for they only deny Verlions to be the Rule 'of Faith, in ſo 
faras they diſagree irom the Originals; yea, then to:{peak-properly, 
' they are not Tranſlations at all : 1 notice not much the wrong Cita» 
tion of 'Chamicr, in whoſe. /;b. 1. cap. 2. there is not a Seg. x 5. for 
the Pamphleter ſhews himſelf tobe as igaplicite in his Citations, as in 
his Faith. Ws | 
Only it may bz replied , How can illiterate perſons reſolve their 
Faith upon atranſlated Bible , ſteing they cannot examine its conformity 
or diſconformity with the Original, they being zg1orant of the Lan= 
gxage ? But it may as eabily be retorted, How can an licerate man 
reſolve his Faith upon the definition'of the Council of Trent, or up» 
- onthe Doway or Rhemift Tranſlations, or upon a Bull or Decretal 
of the Pope , ſeeing he cannot examine if theſe be faithfully tranſla- 
ted from rhe Latin? What auſwer Romanifts give, 'we can give the 
Aame., Had not the Pamphlcter been diſpoſed toquarrel , he might 
have found this difficulty copiouſly cleared in that Cap. of D. Bar- 
rons Apodex. which himſelf cited, 01Z. tra. 1-cap. 2. Shortly then, 
_ »for fatisfaRion of the Reader, Ianfwer , that a perſon unskilled in 
che Original Language, may not only have a humane moral certain- 
ty of the conformity of his Engliſh Eible with the Ori 


ginal, upon 
the teſtimony of aPioteſtant Church, and Learned Paſtors; but alſo 
as Camero in his excellent tra&at. de notis quibus verbum Dei in ſpecie 


dignoſcitur Not. 3+ obſerves, there isa ſpecial Divine CharaQer in the 
Scriptures, which is not to be reſtriced to the Original Languages, 
but individually inherent co the Do&rine of Scripture jn whatſo- 
ever Language, if it be faithfully tranſlated , which the Author 
doth there copiouſly illuſtrate. Among other things, he uſes this 
example, pag- 32, Some of Averroes writings are tranſlated into vt= 
ry barbarous Latin , yet there is no judicions' Reader (faith he) but 
- will diſcern Averroes to have been a moſt Elcquent mangthe Tropes, 

Figures, and Metaphors, being kept in the Verſion, He compares a 
faithful Tranſlation to a Picture drawn with Ink , by which we may 
diſcern the lineaments and comelinels of the perfon repreſented 
thereby, thovgh not the colour, So albeit there'belome things accie 
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dental in the Original Language which a Tranſlition cannot ex» 
preſs, yet ill there is as much as may manifeſt the Divine Original 
of the Striptures. For further ſatisfaGtion-1a this thing, I ſhall com- 
mend to the ſincerc Lover of . Truth, the peruſal both of that Tra-+ 
&atc of Camers , and of an cxcellent little Treatiſe of D, Owen , of 
the Divine Original ,' Authority , and. ſelf-evidcncing light and 
power of the Scriptures, Neither ought it ſeerh Rirange to any, that 
there ſhould be fiich a ſ{lf-cvidencing light tn the DoGtrines of fal- 
vation contained in holy Scripture » yea, there is a kind of necelſty 
it muſt be ſo , ccnlidering the poſture of humane affairs. For ſeeing 
the World is divided into ſo many various Languages, whether the 
Lord-thought tit to reveal the Dodtrine of ſalvation by a written Ins 
ſtrument , ſuch. as the Scriptures, or by the definition of a vilible 
Tudge, as Papilts pretcnd, yet it bchoved to be delivered in fume one 
Language 3 and fecing thoſe Truths were, by the contel{ian ot both 
Parties, to be conveyed to others cf diftcrent Languages, by the 
means of fallible perſons, cither there behoved to be au jntrinfick e- 
vidence in the DoErine, to ſhew that it came from God, which we 
affirm , or the moſt part of the world ſhould only have a n:oral and 
humane certainty of thoſe Myſteries of falvation-, which the plurae 
lity, both of Papiſts and Proteſtants, do judge infuthcient to falvas 
tion. It's no Phanatical Enthuſiiſm theretore to ſay, that fouls en» 
lighrned by the Spirit of God, without the knowledge of Greek or 
Hebrew Languages, in a faithfully tranſlated Bible, may ſee the won» 
ders of Gods Law. I ſay no more than Caſivd, Inſtit. lib. x, cap. 16. 
Did zn illis literis militatis & ſeeavitatis non anvenies, fi puriſſimo 
lumine meniis intendis 2. e. What ſpiritual utility or ſuavity will 
r;9t be found in thoſe divine writings, if thou look on them with a 
pure eyc? Neither doth he reBrict this to the Original Languages 
and therefore cap. 21« ſpeaking of Hierom, Beatus Hicronymus, (1ith 
he, Latize Lizgae dilatator cximius, qui wobis in Tranſlatione Divix 
ne Scripture tanium prejtuit , ut ad Hcbrexm fontem pene nog gene 
mus accidertes He 10 highly cemmencs Hieroms Trauſlition of Scrip- 
ture , aSif there were not n:uch more need of the Original 3 and 
therefore ituppoſes that travflated Scripture could be a ground of 
Fartlhy. Learned Hrrabick, Part, ts Theol. praft. lib. 1. cap. 3» records 
many tultances ot holy per fons, both Ancient and Mc derp, who felt 
a divine convincing and converting power in the Scripturesſuch as is 
not to be found 11 any other writing : What ſerious Chrititan can but 
acknowledge, that there 15 a fiup:ndioas. M ajctty yet tempered. with 
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an admirable ſweet condiſcention in the Scriptures? Though thete 
be ſublime Myſterics in holy Writ, which Natural Reaſon could ne- 
ver have dilcovered; yet all of them are wonderfully ſuited for car- 
ryivg on the work of-a ſinncrs ſalvation y the like whereof is not to 
be found in any other Reltgion whatſoever : Whereupon Learned 
Divines do conclude, that in the Complex of the Principal, or Fun- 
damenta] Dodrines of Chriſtianity, is an intrinſick evidence of their 
Divine Original. Ard concerning the (tile of holy Scripture, Camero 
hath an excellent expreſſion , Tom. 3« pag- 138, Eſt ditinum aliquid 
in Scripture ſtilo quod «ffari non paſſum-perſentiſciturtamen z i. e. there 
is {ome divine thing in the ſtile of holy Scripture which 1 cannot ex- 
preſs yet Itis felt which he i]laftrates by this ſimile , when an Ans 
gel appears, though he afſume an humane ſhape there is ever ſome 
thirg peculiar-in the Apparition, which ſtrikes the mind of the Be- 
holder with an apprehenſion of ſomewhat cxtraordinary : I> it then 
any wonder there. be ſometbing peculiar in the Scriptures of God, 
to demonſtrate their Divive Original 2 Though 1 ſpeak for the ſclf- 
evidercing I11ght of holy Scripture, Idoacknowledge the great uſe 
falnefs of the Motivcs of Credibility in their own place , tor they 
prepare the n:ind for diſccrning this D:vine Light relplendent in the 
Scripturcss XN | 
It this do not fatisfie pertinacious Romaniſts , they may at I; 
conſider what their Learned Carcinal de Lrgo hath faid , difp. 11 te 
fide Sc. 7, 8. where he maintains, at length, againſt his Fellow-Je- 
ſuits, that the fir{t aflent given by Chriſtians to Scripturpl] Revelati - 
on iS1mmediatc, and not founded upon any Prior objeive ground. 
Indecd he calls it ou{cure and incvident , but withal infalVible, met 
certam, and immediate z yea, he particularly denies: it to be founded 
on thetc{timory of the Church, Miraclcs, or conſtancy of Martyre, 
&c- only he aftrms, that a man comparing Scriptural Revelation 
accompanicd with fuch Miracles, the death of. Martyrs, the appro- 
baticn of (o many judicious Ductors, &c. with the Idea which he 
hath1n his mind of a D:virce Revelation, finds ſuch a cenſonaticy 
bctwixt (hem , that without ary difcurſive inference, he immedt- 
atcly afſents to that Revelation as Divine» which the {aid Auchor 
illuſtrates by this fir.ilitude, as when, faith he, a man receives a 
Letter from his Friend , or hears izim ſpeak at a diſtance , he come . 
pares the Characters of the Letter, and the Voice which he hears, 
with the Idea which he hath in his mind of his Friends Writing or 
Voice 3 .and {o, without any arguimcntation , conchudes this 15 Irs 
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- Friends'Weit, or Voice, and ſuch he ſappoſes to be our firſt aſſent 
-- to Divine Revelation. This Notion of the Cardinal, for whickrhe 
diſputes with much Learning and acuteneſs 3 quite" overturns the 
whimſics of' the Pamphleting Miſſtonarie:,” who would have the 
"firſt aſſent to Scriptural Revelation , to be grounded. on the tefti- 
mony of the Church, or definition of their-infallible-Judge. 
As for the Clamours of the Adverſary ; that the Proteſtants mens 
tioned in the Objeion ; bave charged the Tranſlations of one another 
with Erronrs and Diſcrepancies.* -Ought he not to remember, that 
there be as great variety and contrariety betwixt the Verfions made 
by Popiſh Authors, ſuch as Lyranus Paulus Brugenſir, Valla, Cajetan, 
" Eraſmus, Pagrin, Avriar, Montanus, &c.* Had thoſe imagined a pers 
fection in the Vulgar Latin , would they have diſſented from it (6 
often ? Do not Vega, Andratlius, Dried? , Mariana athrm , that the 
Council of Trent, when it declared the Valgar Latin to be Authens 
tical Scripture 5 never intended to aſlert its freedom from Errour ? 
-- Doth not IſidoreClaries, a Popiſh Biſhop aver, that he has amended 
8000 places in the Vulgat Latin, and yer left many to be correc» 
4d; yea, ſo many were the Errours' of the Clementize Tranſlation, 
that one ſpared not to call it the New Tranſgreſſion- 
' But forbearing to recriminate , Ianſ{wer firſt, Had not this Pam» 
- phleter xcſolved to abuſe his Reader , by often-confuted Cavils, he 
might have learned from our Authors, that thoſe Cenſures, for moſt 
-. parts are rather the ſuperfetation of over:reaching paſſion , than a 
rational and compoſed Verdid& of our Tranſlations. Might he not 
have found how the :Learncd and Modeſt. River in 1ſagege ad Scripe 
tram Sace caps 12. doth chaftiſe both Caſtalio, and Hugh Broughton, 
- for theix Petulancy , upon more Judicious” Tranſlators than them- 
ſelves? May not Foſeph Scaligers teſtimony of Beza's Tranſlation 
. preponderate Caftalio's Cenſure ? 
In quibus & fetus ſuprs cat extulit omnes by 
Ille tuorum operum ſumma caputgz liber 
Buo penetrale novi reſeratur faderis & qu3 
Diſcuſſa lucem node videre datur. 
When the paſſage of Hwzh Broughton , alledged by the Pamphle- 
ter, had been objected by F. Jubuſe to D. S»irman, the Docor in 
| his Reply , pag952+ ſpares not to call him paſſionate Hxgbz and 
withal ſhews , that the main thing which oftcnded Broughton at our 
' TranQation , was ſomething concerning the queſtion of the deſcent 
-of the Soul of Chrift to Hell. I cannot examine whether Zuinglins 
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be faithfully cited, not baving his Works : But though Gerard the 
| Lutheran » in ubertcri oxegeſe loce de ſcript. cap. 29+ Set. 122+ givcs 
an account of other of our Authors nct ſo well fat; tied with Lwx- 
thers German Tranſlation , bi he has no word of Zaixglins.: Hows 
ever, they who know the animoſities which the Sacramentarian Con- 
troverſie did breed , will not think firange , though Zringlins and 
Ltther uſed more aſperity in Cenſuring the Works of cne another 
than was fitting, The Cenſure of Carilus Molixeus. is not-much to 
be regarded , he being no Divine, but an unſetled, though Learned 
Lawyer 3 fir(t a Papilt, then a Proteſtant, anti afterwards with the 
Dog r<turning to his Vomit, and re-imbracing Popery , he:breathed 
forth invcAives againſt worthy men, as is uſual with Apoſtates to 
| be haters of cheir own Seq. This is tcſtitied of him by Luces Ofi- 
ander , Epitome Hiſt. Eccleſ. cent. 16. Anno 1566. pag, $04» As for. 
the acknowledgment, of Luther, that he ad led the word Sola, you 
may take the Anfwer. of Gerard the Lutheran ,: loc. cit» Set. 5256. 
Non verba nameravit , {cnſum cxprimere voluits And indeed, though 
1 would have Franflators to be punctual in theis Verſion of Scrip--- 
ture , yet it*s a (ure truth, that we are juſtified by Faithalone, or as - 
the Apolile ſaith, Ly-Faith, n:3tbout the works of tbe Law. But leaving, 
further to canvaſe thoſe unadvifed expreſſions of ſore. Protcfiants 
Authors, which are nothing «d ſumma in rei, I can preſs Romanilts - 
with contrary Verdicts of Popes concerning the Vulgar Latin , Size + 
115 Qrintus, and Clement the 8. All- they can objec tous, are but - 
ſome raſh cxpretſhons of + private men , who can pretend to-no Au» 
thority. EY | 
Secondly , Therefore 1 anſwer , that we ought: carefully: to die 
Ringuiſh betwixt ſmaller Grammatica! Eſcapes, and ſubſtantial. Er- 
rours, overturning Articles of Faith. It's not denied , but the firſt 
may be incident to any Vesſion made by humane indufiry-; -but Iap= 
peal all the Romiſh Party , to try if they can charge [the 'Engliſh -- 
Trandation , which is made uſe of ,in this Church, with any ub» + 
ſtantiz] Exrour and Article of Faith; that had been the moſt ſolid 
way of argaing againſt us. . As for: the diverſities betwixs the Engliſh 
Trayſlation under 9. Elizabeth, and K. James 6. I ſappoſe it will be 
tound, that both the reading laid aſide, and that which -is ſubſtitu» 
ted, are cont, rm to the Aralogy of Faith, though-the one may be 
more agreeable to the Original and Series cf the Context, and io is 
preferrable to the ocherz by which the ingenuity of Proteſtant Chur. 
ches mzy appear , they being willing to connec the leatt failure. 
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It were cafie to demonſtrate, that the Papiſts vulgar Verſion is oftcn 
guilty of ill Latin, and worſe Divinity : Who defire an accouut of 
the varieties, contradictions, errours, and barbariſms of, the Vulgar 
| Latin, Ircfer them to D. Fames bellum Papale, Calov. Crit. Sac, de 
Verſ. Vulg. Chamier Paiſtrat. Tom 1+ lib. 1 4o caps 11, 125 13s and to 
| Sixtinus Amama', in Anti barbaro Biblics lib. 1,caþ; 9, 10, 11+ who 

alſo ſhews, cap. t2, 13. that ]cluit Scyrarizs ,. Bellarmine,. Baptiit.2 
Baudirus, the Reviſer of the Vatican Preſs, Lucas Bruzeufer, yca,and 
the Prefaccr to the Clementine Verſion ,..do'\acknowledge that the 
Latin Verſion ,'as laſtly corrected by Clement ,Y. hath yet its own 
rreſpaſles, -and deferves further . emendation...Bat this is the miſ+ 
chick -of Rome's: pretended Intailibilicy , that.ſhe will rather. jaſtly 

know'faults; than by amending then, humbly confeſs her (elt talli- 
| ble. Ina word; except Romamiſts can provethat in our Tranſlations 

there-be ſuch Erronrs, as deftrcy the ſubſtantials of Chriſtiauity , 

(which though the' Conclaves ot, Rome and. Hell do, joyn forces, 

cannot be done-) it-cannot be concluded that our Bibles are not a 

fuſheient Ground ard Rule of Faich. 

. To ſhut up the Anſwer to' this Obj*&ion , Richard Cappell inhis 
Remains, pag. 50, 31. preſents this Notion to .the canfideration of 
the Godly Learned , rhat ſ{ccing the. Lotd hath. commanded his peo- 
ple to hear ,-rbad and ſearch the* Scriptares , which the multitude 
cannot” do but in ſoxte-Tranſlation or other, and God being in his 
Providevce very careful that his Church ſhall not want ſuificient. pro- 
viſion for their Souls , therefore he, the ſaid M. Cappell, ſuppoſes, 
that God ever hath, doth, and-will fo aflift Tranſlators, that, tor the 
main, they fhall not err. And, indecd,, though the: Vulgar Latiabe 
but too 4aulty. as 1 have already ſhewed , yat we deny not, but it 
15a Bible, and contains the ſabſtintials of Religion : N-ither have I 
any doubt, but many have been converted by it 3 fach as Peter Mar- 
tyr, Zanchinus, Luther, Occ -lampadias, Oc ($8 not to adopt M.Cap: 

 pell's Noyony-yet ſhould 'it hold, tar If; could there be, ground co 
Cavilagainft our. Tranſlations; az*not_being, a. ſufficient. ground of 
Faith \, they being much mioreipare /and agreeable to the Originals 
than the Vulgar Latin ; as cannot but be clear to thoſe who have any 
meaſure of $kill to compare them. Rs 
Objedaion 2. The Pamphleter, pag. 54, 55, 56+ accuſes the Original 
Texts of Scripture -as corruptet , in cvnfirmatign wherenf” be #llcdges, 
that. it's. doubted, in what \'L,an:u 1% ſome parts of . Scripture were write 
ten that Calvin axd Luther: quejtioned the purity of the Oginals ; 
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* that there be various Leftions in the Hebrews, that the Jews, Chrilts 
profeſſed Enemies , five bundred years afier Chriſt, imtented the Hebrew 
Points, or Vowels, and corrupted the Text , but that befire this corrup> 
tion their Vylgar Latin was made} that Hereticks alſ\ , pariiculariy 
Arrians, Macedonians, Nczſiorians, &c. had their band in adulterating 
Scripture , for which he alledges Ixenz.s, Tertull, ard Euſebius , but 
cites no place in any of them, that we have nt the Autographies 
written by Prophets or Apoſtl.s, and all Copies are ſubjeft to fau'ts. 
In the end he concludes , that there is uo remedy for theſe coils, with- 
out an infallible viſible Tudge- 

In all this hedoth till behave himſelf like an Atheiſt, Doth he 
rot-by concluding the Original Scriptures to be all corrupted , razc 
with one ſtroak the Foundation of the Chriſtian Rcligion ? Is not 
this a pregnant evidenceof the impiety of the Romiſh Intereſt , and 
truth of the Proteſtant Religion, that Ramaniſts canaot tight againſt 
us but with the Weapons of Infidels ? for ſupporting theis Babel, 
ay, wml venture the ruine of all Religion , ridente Turca, nec dulers 
te JHA.t0. : 

For an{wer therefore to this Blaſphemous Cavil, let fart the Pam- 
phleters inconfiltency with himſelf be noticed, In his former Scfion 
he brought Scriptures to prove the neceſlity of an infallible viſible 
Jadgez. yet nere he afficms, we cannot know a line of. pure Scripture, 
that 4s not vitiated , but by the ſentence of this inf utlible Fudge. 1s 
not this to intangle humſelf into a manifeſt Circle, or contradidion ? \ 
Secondly , Was this man camps mens, when he brings in Trenexs, 
Tertullizn, Origen, and Eaſcbins y/ teſtifying that the Scriptures were 
cor;upted by Arrians, Macedonigut, aud Neſtorians z whereas theſe 
Herelies were wot broached in the times of moſt of thoſe Authors? 
Yea turther he affirms, that the Valzar Latin Verfi;n was made. befope 
the Scriptu. es were corrupted, where he infinuates , that the Bible was 
not corrupted till attex Hierom's time ( Hierom being the Author of 
the greater part, at leaſt, of the Valgar Latir, by the acknowledg- 
ment of moſt ] idicious Romanitts, as is ſhzwed by Ludov. de. Tera, 
Iſagog ad ſcript. lib. 1. diff. 6. Se. 2. ) How then could Irenens, 
1 ertull. Orizen, and Enſebius , tcliifi; ot the corruption of Scriptare, 
ſeeing all thoſe were dead before the: time whercia Hicrom did flou« 
riſh. It's jaſt with God, rhat tliey wao opp4gnc the Scriptures, 

Thould net underſtand their own fſelycs. 

I anſwer ſecondly by retortion : Is there not more cauſe to queſtt- 

on the Original; of that which they make the Rule of Faith, i mean 
0 Lins of 
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8 The Scripture 
of D:cretals of -P.;pes, and Canons of Councils ,. Fow-:many-ſuppo-. 
fititions Dzcretals have they obtraded-,-95-ot Clemens, Anaeletnr, . 
Emzriltus, Alcx. Sixtus, Ttleſpherice, &c. which though Gratian diſh, 
9% caÞ+ in C.inonicis ſays , that they ſhould be. recxoned 3yter Cans) 
nicas Scriptuyas , yet Our Learned Criticks have proved them. to'be.. 
ſuppoſititious , as. Crocus in Cenſura Serjptreum. vetcrum , pag. 20-tO . 
2 4+ Riret in Crit, Sace libs»1. caps $. ard others. Yga, is not the . 
Faith of the Canons and-Corſtitutions peſlng under the names of. 
the Apoſtlcs, julily queſtioned 3 as may be ſeen in the fame Corus, 
p1g-3.and 15 Rivet Crit $2ce lib. 1+ cap 2.4.; and Da'lexs de Pſere, 
dopigrapbis , how many ſuppcintitious Canons of Councils have Ro- 
maniſis obtruded ? Were not Popes of .Reme, long ago, convicted by.. 
the African Fathers-, of pretending a ſuppoſititious Canon of the 
Council of Nice for Appeals to Rome : yea, do they do not daily ob- 
' trude the definitions of 'the Couventicles at Florence, ard Trent , as- 
definitions of.. Oecumenick Councils 3...whereas it hath been often 
demonſtrated , that theſe Councils were. neither free, nor Oecume- 
nick. Itf.the Franſcribers of. the Scripturcs be obnoxious to miſtakes, 
how can the Tranſcribers of the Canons of Councils be infallible ? -- 
If tranſcribing of Bibles be obnaxious to errours , is not the convey- 
ance of Qral Traditions liable to as many, nay to more miſtakes? Is 
it not more calie to guard. againſt vitiativg of written. Books , then 
the unfaithful conveyance of Tradition? -Are not Hereticks, and - 
men of unſound minds, as much inclined to vitiate Traditions, as-- 
ehe written Word ? By theſe:it may appear, that, this Weapon of the 
Ramanift wounds himſelf as muchas us. Toh 
I anſwer .thirdly: It's a blaſphemous falſhood to ſay the Scrip. 
tures, in their Original, are- corrupted, Hath God promiſed , Mas. 
Se 18. that one ot , or one iittle, ſhall not paſs from the Law, and- 
yet hath he ſutfered the whole Original Scriptures, which were given 
by the Inſpiration of the Holy Ghoſt , to. be corrupted ? I will not 
here enquire , whethtr our Saviour meant by. the ule xeegte one 
tittle : The Hebrew Vowels and Accents, as Piſcator conceives, or - 
ſroaks in the head of the Letters, like horns, which the Jews uſed in 
thoſe Copies of the Bible which were kept in Synagogues , as Capel- 
lus de pun@. Antiq. lib- 2, cap. 14+ athrms, or whether a part. of a 
Letter, as Lud de Dieu, and Jcluit Maldonat on the place ſuppoſe, 
or whether Je and x8ega are to be taken us terms Synonimous, as. 
they are ſaid to be by the Ethiopick Interpreter : only it appears by 
the Serics of.-the context, that Chriſt underſtood ſome of the lealt 
| things 
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"things belonging to the integricy of the written L:w. If D'vine 
Providence be {o carcful to preſerve the leaſt of thee, ſhall we ima- 
gine the whole Body of the Original Scriptures to be vitiated 2 Hath 
the whole Catholick Church been fo unfaithful , to ſuffer ſuch a pre- 
cious depoſitum as the Original Scriptures to be loſt ? Do not Roma- 
nitts ſay, that we have received the Original Scriptures in Hebrew, 
and Greek, from them? Hath the Roman Church cheated us in this, 
to give us vitiated Tranſcripts in place of the Originals? ſhould we 
then believe her fidelity or infallibility in other things ? if the whole 
Original Scriptures are corrupted, I pray by whom, or when was it 
done? farely not by Jews, as is proved by Ferom in Cap. 6.0f Iſai, 
where alſo he cites Origen for the fame thing : wich them accords 
Auftin , 1b, 15. deceive Det, cap. 13. for cither they corrupted them 
before the coming of Chrift, or after : if before, how is it that they 
were never repreved for fo heynousa treſpaſs by Chriſt, or his Dif- 
ciples ? He condemns them for corrupt gloſſes pat on Scripture, but 
never for vitiating the Letter of Scripture : Nay , does he not com- 
mand his hearers toſcarch the Scriptures, Foh. 5. 39. Does he not 
fill Appeal to Scripture for deciſion of all Controverfies? Would: be 
ever havercmitted them thereto, had he known chem generally to 
be corrupted ? if after Chrift, how then comes it that the teſtimonies 
of the Old Teſtament, cited by Chrift and the Apoſtles, are to this 
day found in the Originals ? did Chriſt, and rhe Apoſtles, cite them 
as. they were to be Tr. the Jews? if Jews had corrupted 
Scriptures, would they not have-ehicfly corrupted'thoſe which ſpake 
of the Meſſias , but thoſe remain entire to this day , yea as Bell. ac» 
knowledges, lib. 2+ de verb. Det, cap. 2+ 'The Hebrew Text affords 
more clear and pregnant teſtimenies for the Meſias , than either the 
Greek of the 70, or the Vulgar Latin, aad produces inftances to this 
purpoſe, as Pſ2l. 2. where the Hebrew hath it, Kiſ5 the Sox z, the 
70, and the Vulgar Latin have, Apprebendite diſciplinam : Foannes 
Iſaac, a Popiſh Author, ſpares not to affirm , as he is cited by Ca+» 
lov. de puritate fontium , Seit. 93+ page 414+ dicents & amplius ar- 
guments que Tudaicas impietates refellunt in Hebraico textu quam in 
Latino planius continert 5 4. e. that the Hebrew Text affords 200 
Arguments, and upward, againſt Jewiſh impicties, more clearly than 
- the Vulgar Latin : How Religiouſly, yea ſuperſtitiouſly careful have 
the J-ws been of the Scriptures, both of old, and to this day ? Doth 
not Euſebins, lib. 8. de prepar. Evangel, cap. 6. out of Philo de Ju- 
deorum ex A.gypto profefione, teſtihie , that to his time not one word 
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was altered in the Ociginal, If the Bible do but caſually fall to the 
ground , do they nut endite a ſolemn Faſt? Have they not numbred 
all the words and L<tters in the Bible, ſo. that. a Letter cannot be 
Joſt without obſervation ? How putid is the Calumny of Gordox of 
Huntly , controv. 1+ de verb. Dek, cap - 9+. thab this-diligence of the 
Jews is only to perpetuate the corruption of the Hebrew Text made, 
by the Myſorites , tor which he. is ſufficiently-chaſtiſed by. Palovius? 
Had the Maſorites ſo. corrupted the Bible, wou!d it not have been 
obſerved by the Karaits , who becauſe 1n all things they adhered to 
the Scriptures, are hated by the . Traditionary Jews more than Chri- 
ſtians ? At leaſt, how could it have eſcaped the obſervation of Chri- 
ſtians?. Were there not Hebrew Bibles in the cuſtody of Chriſtian 
Churches ? How could Jews corrupt all theſe ? Is not this Cavil of 
the general corruption of. the Original Scriptures ſo impious , that 
many Learned Romaniſts have apjeared againſt it 3 ſuch as Foanntes 
Iſaacrs , Profcſior of the Hebrew Language at Colex , in his Book 
entituled, Defenſio veritatis Hebraice Sacrarum Scripturarium adver» 
furs Lindauum, Lud:vicus Vives in lib. 15. Auguſt, de cive Dei , Ar- 
rias Montanus in Prefat. ad Bibl..interlin. Sixtus Senenſis lib. 8. Bis 
blicth. Sand. Hereſ. 2+ where he expreſly fays , Dici #o# poteſt diuis 
nas ſcripturas veteris Teſtamenti aut Judeorum ant Chriftianorum mas» 
lignitate falfificatas; yea,he reckons the contrary Opinion as a pelſti- 


lent Errour and Herefic ; Not to mention Pa2nin, Vatablus, Marcus 


Marinus , beſides many others cited and followed by Ld: de Tena, 
Tſagoge Sac. Script- lib. 1. diff./3. Sed. 2,3» Bellarmine himſelf, lib.2+ 
de verb. Dei, cap. 2. charged Facobus Chryſcpolitauns, and Melchior Cav 
#5, for maintaining, as this Pamphletcr does , that. the Jews had 
ccrrupted many things in the Original Bible, as men not having 
knowledge proportioned to their zeal : However Bell; affirm, that 


fome few placcs in the Hcbrew be, corrupted ( whercin alſo Learn» 


cd Proteftants have laboured to ſhew his miſtake ): yet he. con» 
cludes, Ce cram non 14iti momenti ſunt ejuſmodi errozes ut 54 iis que 
ad figdem & boaos myrcs pertinent Scripture Sacre inteeritas defideres 
tur. Thcy who would (ce the purity of Original Scriptures aſſerted 
at J-ngth againſt Rowaniſts, leemitthem to Chamier Pauitrate Toms 
Te. l:2.12. Nzvit 14 Tſagoge ad ſacs ſcript, cap. 8+ Gerard in uberiori ex* 
ptcatione logs de ſe iptura cap. 1.» Culov. Crits ſacs de paritate fanti:um, 
Sec. 53. wikre the laſt Author malier; up leventecn Arguments for 
the purity of tacm 3 to which only I add D..Omecns Jadicious Tra- 


Aztec ot the integrity and parity of the Hebrew and Greck Text of 
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But 4gainſt this, it is firſt alledged by the Pamphicter,, thaz :'s 
doubted in what Language ſome parts of Scripture were written» An« 
{wer , Some queſtion indeed hath been made concerning the Lan- 
guage wherein the Goſpels of Mat. and Mzrk,, and the Epiſtle to the 
Heb. were written, but of none elſe. I confeſs Ancients gencrally have 
ſuppoſed that Matth. Gofpcl was firſt written in Hebrew , not only 
Ferom Prefat. Evang. ad Damaſ. F pit. x23. but alſo Ircrens, Ort» 
gen, Euſebius, Athanaſins, Epiphan, Chryſ. Auguſt. &c, yet this their 
Opiniolf feems to have been founded upon tte Tradition of Papias, 
a man of more Antiquity than Judgment, ſazs Enſcb. lib. 3. Hit. 
Feeleſ. cap uit, And there are Emincntly Learned men of Opinion, 
that it was firſt written in Greek, with whom Cardinal Cajetan 
does'j®yn 3 neither are the Arguments contemptible by which they 
arc thereunto induced. But however, even thoſe who maintain that 
Matthews Goſpel was written in Hebrew, do yet acknowledge that it 
was trantlated into Greek, by a pcrſon infallibly inſpircd by the 
Po'y Ghoſt , ſome by obs the- Apoſtle, ſome by Fames, and gene- 
_ 1ally others, by an Apoſile, or Apoſtolick perſon 3 and that the Go» 
ſpclot Matthew, in the Greek, was always uſed in the Chriſtian Pri-- 
micive Church as Authentick. Bzrradius the Jeſuit (as is teſtified by 
Lud. de Tens in ſagog. lib, 3.4 Fe 2, Sed. 1.) thinks that Mzthew 
himſ{clt wrote this Goſpel both in Hebrew and Greek, I know B45 
ronius preters the Authority of Matthew in Hcbrew to the Greek, 
Dico (faith he_) qu-d Grecus textus cujrns fidei fit nift coll atus cum He + 
breo originali dffirmare minime poſſamus ; but learnedly is that impi- 
ous crrour of the Cardinal contuted by Caſarbox in apparat, excreite - 
16 cap. 115+ Page 678» The like, I lay, as to- the Epifhe to the Fe- 
Erews, that many have judged that it alſo was writter in the Hes 
brew Tongue; yet there be not only Learned Proteftints, but alſo 
Romanilts in thecontrary Opinion : The Apoltls Argument, cap. 9. 
' from the nature of a Teſtament , is a trong preſumption that it 
was written in the Greek , the Argument *concluding forcibly trom 
tne Greck word FHafnxy , not fo: from the Hebrew Berith; yct i:'s 
allo agrecd, that at leafk it was tranſcrib:d into the Greck Tongue , 
by an Apoſtolick perſon : whether Like, or Clement, I am not to di: 
ſpate. As for Mrk., it's true, B zroxius and Bell :ymine affirm it was 
tiſt written in Latin; it 9, how then was the Litin Church - 
unfaithtul, as to 1.ſe that Original Latin written by Mzr4, that be- 
Ivg the only Byok in Scripture that can be all-dged to. have becy 
wuitien in Lazin 2 For the preſent Lxtin Veriion of the Goſpel of | 
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Mark is ſurely tranſlated from the Greek, as Cornet. 2 Lepide in his 
Preface to his Comment on.that Goſpel does not only confeſs ,, bue 
_demorſtrate by ſeveral paſſages of Mark's Goſpel. ' That fancy of 

Baronins, as it Mark's Goſpel hal-been-firſt written in Latin, is 
exprclly contradicted by Ferom Prefat. Evange: Auſtin lib. 1. concor- 
die Ervangelit. and Ifidore Hiſpal. Prefat. lib., Teſt. Novi, who affirm 
that all the Evangels , except 'that of Matthew, were firſk written 
in Greek , yea, the Cardinal 15 ſolidly contated by a Popiſh Biſkop, 
Lud. de Tena Tſagog. lib. 3. diff. 6. Sed. 2. who ſays its cerihn apud 
omnes, that Marks Goſpel was written in'Greek, "What need-I more 
as to this, ſccing Bell. lb. 2. de verb. Dei caps 7+ confeſſes ," Quod 
Greca editio Novi ©.Tc/tamenti 11iverſa : Apoftolos & Evangeliſftas aus . 
. thores babeat ſince therefore we have the GreekEdition: of- all the - 

Books of the-New Teſtament ,--we have the Scriptures in thoſe-Lan-. 
guages , - wherein holy men infallibly inſpired by the Holy Ghoſt did 
write-theme b- 

"The ſccond-allegation of "the ' Pamphleter is3 that Calvin and 
- Luther do ſometimes call ju queſtion the purity of the Originals. What 
then ? Are Calvin or-Luther with us infallible Judges of Articles of 
Faith ,* 25 Jcſuits make the Pope ? May not this allegation be com- 
-penſed, in regard. Eminent Popiſh Authors afſerted the purity of the 
- Originals?*1 have looked that place of Calviz, lib. 1. Inftie. cap. 13. 
cited by this Paniphleter , and can aſſert, that Calviz has nothing to 
that purpoſe throughout all that Cap. for in it he only diſputes con» 
. cerning the Trinity ? Nay, I find the very contrary. in that Book, 
' cap» 8. Sefts 10. yea, and Bell. lib 2. de verb. Dei cap. 2+ cenſures Cal» 
2+1 as preferring too great purity to the Hebrew Text, and calling 
it Puriſimum Fortem. Luther likewiſe, and his Followers, as Chem + 
nitins, Gerard, Caloving, &c. are moſt zealous Aſſertors of the purity ' 
of the Originals, If any thing, any where, have dropt from thoſe 
men derogating from the purity of Origioals, it would: but argue a 
piece of humane frailty in them, and of as groſs inconſiſtencies, I 
can convieboth Cardinals and Popes. 

It is alledged thirdly , that there be to the number of $00 various Le- 
cons in the Hebrew Text : if he ſpeak of the Keri and Kethib , ac- 
cording to which one word is written in the Line, and another in 
the Margin , the Vowels whereof are attributed to the word in 
the Line , this can be of no advantage to him, unleſs he c2uld make 
out, that theſe various Le&tions were introduced fince Jerom's time: 
But all the Hebrew Doctors , faith the Learned Buxtorf Antierit- 


Part. 2+ 
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Part. 2+ £aþ. 4 affirm them to be of no latter date than the days of 


Ezra, I know Lud. Capell, Crit. ſac. 1zÞ. 3+ cap. 15» Maintains them 


to be intzod nced by the Poft-Talmudiqae Maforites after Hierom ; But: 
Buxtorf 1:ce cit. 15at grtat-pains to ccnfute theme And-among oth: 
reaſons , he ulcth this as one to prove the great Antiquity of thoſe 
various LeCtions, that not only the Chaldce Paraphialts, but allo 
becauſe the Scptuagints in their Verſion ſometime follow the Kers, 
rchdring according to the word in toe Margin. Indeed Buxtorf 
doth not affirm all the various Le&ions, whith g0 under the name of 
Keri, to be of equal Antiquity z but that Learncd Author lays down 
Rules how the latter may bediſcerned from the more Ancient, For 
anſwer thercfore , 1 ſhall remit this Pamphletey to Bell. lib, 2. de 


- verb Det cap. 2. who ſays, that tota diſcrepantia vartarum Lecinum 


in dittionibus quibuſdam pcſita eſt, que ſerſum aut parum aut nihil 
mutant Or if he will take it in the words cf Learned D. Owen 0 
his TraQate of the infegrity 2nd purity of the Hebrew 'and Greek 
Text of Scripture, cap. 6. See. .z. The differcnce inthe ſenſe , ta>. 
king in the whole Context, 15, upon the matter, very little, or none 
at all 3 at leaſt each word, both that jn-the Live, and that in the Mar-. 

in, yield a ſenſe agreeable to the Analogy of Faith , which that 

adicious Author Hluſtrates by examples, where there would appear 
the greateſt diſſonancy 3 whether , as ſome Hebrew Doctors -con+ 
ceives , the .Scripture..was-at firſt delivered with - that varicty of - 
reading , or as others-rather ju?ge , that they came from the men 
of the great Congregation ,' Ezra, Nebemiah, Zechary.,. Haggai, all 
perſons ated by Divine Inſpiration, they argue no depravation in - 
the Original. Hence it is, that in our. laſt ;Tranſlation of the Bible, 
the word in the Marginiis often uſed z} yet ſo, as that the word in : 
the Lire is alſo noted , where. there:appears any conſiderable, diffe- 
rence, Which the Trauſlators would.not have done (as D. Owen Ju- 
diciouſly obſerves ) had they. not conceived,.that both the word in -- 
the Margin, and in the Line, had an Authoritative Original, beyond. 
the impeachment of any man in theſe days. 

The Pamphſcrer faurthly alledges the differences of . reading by-Rab» - 
bj Jacob, and Rabbi-Aaron, and thr riſpefive- Followers. Theſe - 
appear to be the differences betwixt the two Famed Rabbins Beu+ 
Aſher, and Ben. Naphjali: For Cappellus in his Critics Sac. lib. 3. 
cap. 18s Seet, x. thus deſcribes their names from Elias Levita, that 
the name of the one was Facob the Son of Naphtali,. the namepf the 
other Aaron the Son of Aſher, Who pleaſe may tind a large diſcourſe 
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of them ia Buxtorf Fol. de punit, Antiq, Part«-1« cap. 15, Ir:may-be 
enough for my purpoſe to-note , that theſe two Rabbins are ſa1d to 
have been the Heads of the two Famous Schools of the Maſorites, 
the one in Paleſtize, and the other in Babylon, and to have'ſpent 
. their whole time 1n the exact conſideration of every Letter , Point 
and Accent of the' Bible 3 nor 1s it denicd, but that they found out 
ſome varietics. The Occidental Jews in Paleſtiua and Exrope follows 
ing Rabbi Aar#; Ben- Aſher , the Oriental, or Babylonian Jews, fol-. 
lowing Rabbi 7 acob, Bzn-Nepita'!i. Ltind indeed debates amoug the 
. : Learned, concerning the time when thoſe Rabbis. flouriſhed » Brx- 
torf de punt. Antiq. Part- 1+ cap, 2, from fome Jewiſh Authors .at- 
firms them to have: lived 1n the eleventh Century , and thereupon 
accuſes Genebrara of a great Errour in Chrozology, for ſaying they 
fouriſlicd in the-fifth Century 3 yet Calwvins de Lingus Originali, 
veteris Teflamenti Sed. 56. contends carneſtly,. that they lived before 
the time of- Poſt-Talmadique Miſ rites, by whom. this Pamphleter 
fancies the Bible to have been corrupted. This I muſt fay , if Ben- 
Aſher and Ben Naptali lived fo timely as Gencbrard. and Calovins af- 
firm, andif they four.d the Bible corrupted to their hands, it will 
be an bard task for Romaniſts to clear huw their Vulgar Veiſion e- 
ſcaped the Contagion.” But the truth is, whatever were the: time 
wherein thoſe Rabbins lived , it's a manitfeſt falſhood which this 
Parphleter ſays , that they did put in Vowels into the Text , which 
\ made moſi different readings: For, as is obſerved not only by Buxtorf 
Anticrit. Part. 2+ cap« 5+ but allo acknowledged by Capell, Crit., ſac. 
I;b 3« cap+'$. Set. 4--( who yet has fcrued the yarious L:&ions of 
_ the Bible-to as great'an height as any. )) Theſe differences of .Bex- 
Aſher. and Ben Naphtalz, are of no moment, being all about Accents 
and Points , whereby ſiznificatio vacis ne vel hilum mutatar, the ſig- 
nification ot the word is no whit altered ; And the fame Author, 
cap. 17. Sed. 18. after he had given a large account of the different 
readings betwixt- the Oriental and Occidental Jews, concludes thus; 
Ex quib»s. vigere-eft quam" nitllins moments fit omnis illavarietas, per- 
inde enim omaino et utram libet ſequ ris Leftiznems Yea Buxtorf loc. 
it. from thoſe ditt-rcnces draws, as he phraſes it > Argumentum for- 
tiſimuem, an invincivic Argument tor the-purity of the Hebrew Text, 
For by the Collection of thoſe various readings of Bey Aſher , and 
Ben: Naphtali ,, 1t.appears' how fudious, religious, yea and (up. rititi + 
ous , the Jewilly Dctors were'in ob{crving the leatt ' varictics which 
did ical into the Copics of the Holy Bible: if therefore” there had 
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been any material differences, they had undenbtedly been Recorded 
by them , conſequently thoſe of Ben- Aſher, and Ben- Naphtali, being 
rather ſcrupulolities about Orthography than Orthodoxy, it appears 
evident they found the Scriptures entire and incorrupt , as to the 
matter. Thus the Pamphleters Obje@ion has furniſhed us with an 
Argument againſt himſelf, ny HE 

It's fitthly alledged by the Pamphleter , that the Hebrew Vorvels 
were added to the Text 500 years after Chriſt, .by his profeſſed Enemies 
the Jews, Anſwers This ftory, of the late invention of the Hebrew 
Vowels, 15 not focertain and uncontroverted, that we mult believe 1t 
upon this Pamphleters naked Aſſcrtion, It is too daring boldnels-1n 
Jeſuits to puſh at the Authority of the holy Scriptures upon meer 
conje&ures, It's true , Elias Levita, a Jewiſh Rabbin , and skilled 
 Grammarian, who lived in Germany about the time of the Retor- 

mation, afhrmed, that the Hebrew Vowels were invented by {ome 
Rabbins at Tiberias, after the perfeting of the Talmud, ſome 509 
years after Chriſt. Hereupon Moriuus, Gordon of Huntly , and other 
. Jeſuits, whom this Pamphleter implicitly follows , took occaſion tO 
bark a3ainft the holy Scriptures, as being corrupted by 'that Novel 
PunCation, though in this they go contrary to Elias, who affirms, 
that the Maſorites at Tiberias in adding the Vowels, adhered tayhtully 
to the true reading of the Scriptures, as they were firſt given out 
by Moſes, and the Prophets, But this whole ſtory of Elias Levita 
15 contradicted by the generality of the Jews, who maintain, that if 
the Hebrew Vowels were not given by the Loxd to Moſes on Mount 
Sinai, with the Letters, yet at \eaft they were added by Ezra, and - 
the men of the great Synagogue, who were infallibly guided by the 
Spirit of God. The Learned Buxtorf the Father, in his Tiberigs,,and 
the Son de antiq. pun. have brought many Arguments to confute 
that Report ot Elzzs Levita, 'It hath alfo been oppoſed by Marcus 
Marinus,a Romaniſt , to who'n Pridiaux Led. de puntt. Orig. adds 
Hierom ab Oleaſtro, and Foannes Picus Mutandula. D. Lightfoot, an 
Author well verſed in Rabbinical Learnivg, looks. upon tais (tory of 
Elias Levitra as (0 11credible, that he ſpares nat to ſay (as he is cited 
by D. Owen) $i pun@ata fuiſſe Biblia in iſtinſmodi $chola potes crede= 
re, crede & omnis Talmudicaz he that can believe that. Fiction, may 
bclicve all the Fables of the Talmud nay, the very ftory, 1n the 
judgment of Learned men, convicts it {lt of faiſhood : For great * 
Authors, as the two Buxtorfs, Cal's, &er have endeavourcd to E- 
vict, that the Famous School of Jewith Rabbis at .Tiberias , was &x- 
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tin& before the 500 year of Chriſt 3 'which © far perturbed Lud, 
Capellns, de punit: antiquitate cap+ 15. that he leaves his Patron E 
liar, as to this circumſtance, to ſhift for himſclf, Falſus fort:fſe free- 
rit (ſaith Copell ) bac in parte (hoc eft in loct dfignatione ), Elzas Los 
vita, Hd ſucha great work been: performed by the Doctors of 7;- 
beriss , it's hardly credible that the world would have taken no no- 
tice of it ? We have an account by Hiſtory of the compoſing of 
both the Talmuds, but no Hiltory, Jewiſh: or Chrifiian, tor nury 
hundred years after the time aſſigned by Elias Levitz, making meu- 
tion of the purRation-of the Hubrew Bible by thoſe Pot Talmadics 
M2ſorites at-Tiberize. Fhe teſtimonies alledged by Elz5, and his Ad- 
herents, from Aben*Ezre, and ſome other Rabbins, are Jeaznedly 
canvaſed by Fuxtonf de punit. antiq. Part. 1. cap. 3+ 4nd befides the 
grcat Patrons of that Novel invention of the'Potats, Elias Loris, 
Lud: jeus Capellus, and Mrinns, are divided among themſclves , as 
to the time when it-was done 7- Aid thoſe Enemics of Carift a1- 
ded the Vowels to corrupt the Text , would they nat have dars- 
ned-theſ: Scriptures, Tſai. 53+ Dan. 9+ which ſpeak ſo lucul.ntly of 
him, and of his ſaffcrings ? Many inſtances arc brought by Buxtorf = 
de puntt. entiq. Part. x. cip. 11. from Hicrom, ot H.brew words 
whercin the Gonſonants would admit of- various readings and (igni- 
kcations, yet ferops prefers the reading which is according to the 
preſent punQacion., an1' that upon this reaſon, Ouis fic haberur 
iu Hebreo , that is, becauſe that reading only 1; agr. cable tothe He- 
brew Text; which that Learned Author conceives to be a ſtrong 
preſumption , that Hierom. had ſeen the Bible in tis time pointed 
with Vowels. Who would ſce Arguments for the Ancient PanQa- 
tion of the Hebrew. Text, from the Maſorak,, the Tulmud, the Anti - 
Talmudick, Rabbins: from Grammar and Divinity , 1 remit thein to 
thole Learned TraQates of the Buxtorfr, Culovins de lingus orice we- 
tews teſt amenti, from Sed, 56. and D-Owens forecited TraQtace, caps 
+ 5- But I amnot te concern my (<li in that Debate, and there- 
re muſt mind this Pamphleter , that there be Learned men, boti 
Papiſts and Proteſtants, who will not yield :that the Hebrew Text 
is corrupted » though it- were granted that the Yowels were a latc 
inyention. Hence Sixtuc Senenſis in Bib. lib. $« bereſe 2, Neque voca» 
lizn punttorum additin falta & Fudeis quicquam derogat perpetue. di- 
vinorum veluminum finceritati. Learned Capellus, who fat pleaded 
more for. the Navel Invention of the Points than any,, yet in his 
Tracate de arcano prntietionis revelata , ſet forth by Thomas Erpe- 
mus, 
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niur, cap. 27+maintains, -H:beri-poſſe terto 'verum Ef Germanum Tex= 


tas 'Hebraici ſenſum ſine puntiorum jubſidio; and Genebrard, other- 
wiſe a moſt ſpiceriſh Writer , yet in his Iſogoge ad legends ſcripts 
Rabbinics (as cited by Rivet in Iſagog. ad ſae- ſcript. cap» $. Sell. 15.) 
peremptorily denies leftionem fine punts efſe arbitrariom mancam 
aut imminutam ard lately D. Meric Caſaubon has given ſome pretty 
tcuches to this purpole in his TraQate-of Credulity and tncredulity, 
from page 92-to 104. where toihew :how facile it iS to-read, and to 
attain to the diſtin nrceaning of the Hcbrew-without Vowcls, he 
obſerves, that the Jews who are well educated in the knowledge of 
the Hcbrew , do not uſe Vowelsin their ordinary Mithves, yea nor 
in their Contreas, which al} know have nced £0 be clear; and a» 
movg ether xcaſons , gives this with Capell , that in the Hebrew, 
there is no word 'nor ſyllable without a Confonant 5, it is not fo <i- 
ther inthe Greck, Latin, or Engliſh, as may appear by theſe words, 
ew, to, +, y.u,cye, &c. If then Scriptures maybe perfeRly read and. 
uvderitood without Points , it coth not follow, that the Jate inven- 
tion of points would deſtroy the integrity of the Scriptures. To 
{tut up this diſcourſe about the Hebrew Points, 1 ask how the Vul-' 
gar Latin Verſion can be pure, if the Qriginals be corrupted by ad» 
dition -of the Points. The Pamphlcter anſwers: in the words of his 
Malter, Gordon of Hurt.'y, That their Vulgar Tranſlation was made 
before the Original eas corrupted Whercupon I argue, cither the 
Tranſlator made uſe cf a Bible with Points , or without them, if 
with Points, then the punGation of the Bible is Anteriour to their 
Tranffation 3 andif the Copy from which their Tranflation was ta» 
ken was fincere, tFe punRaticn does not corrupt the Text : if 
without Points, then the Tranſlator , though pretending to no in» 
fallible afiſtance of the Spirit, could attain to the certain meaning of 
the Text without Points, and ccnſequently , as long as the Hebrew 
L<ttcrs do 1em1iin, we ate in no worſe caſe than Ferom, and the An> 
cient Church , bcfore the pretended depravation of the Original 
Text. 

It's fifthly alledged by him , +bar Irenzus, Tertull. Origen, did 
remark , 4s ſays Eul.b. thet the Greek Text of the New Teſtament was 
corrupted by cirrians, Maccd:nians, Neſtoriins, &c. Hereticks. Who 
would not bluſh at the ſhamcful ignorance which here is bewrayed v 
it b:ing evident, that none of thoſe Hereticks had ariſen in the days 
of Irenens, Tertulian,or Orizen , yea, nor ſome of thicm ia the days 
0. Exſebius himſclt ? Upon the _ abroad of this abſurd Er. 
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rour, Ihear Jcſuit Con, with the reſt of our Miſſionaries, has becn 
deviſing a Parentheſis to palliate their ſhametul ignorance : But 
Learned men, no wiſe concerned in this Dzbate, npon a narrow in- 

ſpeRion of: the place, have obſerved, that the words will not admit 
 fach a Parenthefis without manifeſt non-ſenſe : Yetleatt I ſhould ſeem 
to injure him, Ihere exhibit the firmalia verba of the Pamphilcter, 
page 55+ Proteſtants (faith he) rake in alſo with thoſe, the corruptions of 
the Greek Text, remarked in. part by $. Trenzus, Tettullian, Origen, 
and others , ſays Eafebius , when the Aucient Hereticks, the Arrians, 
Macedonians, Neftorians, & c« had corrupted and adulterated tbe Ward of 
God to ſupport their Errours. Let the ingenuous Reader judge, it I 

have not exhibited the genuine ſenſe of thoſe words 3 I know not 
whether to aſcribe it to his ignorance or diſfingenuity , that be charges 
Proteſtants as taking in, or owning the Arrian, Maced»nian, and Neſts 
rian corruptions of the Bible : A Calumny fo far from truth, that to 

mention it is enough to refute it » it may fuifice to difcover the occa - 
ſion of (© groſs a miſtake. . The Pamphleter ſtzals this Ovjeftion, in 

a Plagiary way, from ]cfuit Gord5n of Huntly, controv. de verb, Dct - 
cap, 12+ but had no wit to do it handſomely : What Jeſuit Grd; 
had branched forth in divers Arguments againft the purity cf the 
Greek Text of the New Teſtament, this, Pamphlcter confuſes toge- 
ther. Jeſuit Gordox in his firſt Argument ſaid , that Ireuens, Terty!!, 
Origen, and others, in Exſed:#s, did complain that Hereticks did 
corrupt the Scripturesz and in another argument athrms, that Arri- 

ans, Macedonians, Neſtorians, did pervert Scriptures. Now the Pain- 
phleter ſeems to have taken thoſe Hereticks, laſt named, to be them 
of whom Trexexs, Tertwll. and Origen did complain , not conſidering 
that the Ages in which thoſe Fathers wrote, and whercin thoſe He- 
xeticks did ariſe, would diſcover his Errour.. But againſt Jeſuit G.r- 
don, and him, I argue thus; if the Scriptures were corrupted by Hle- 
xeticks in the days of thoſe Fathers , then continued they not pure 
unto Hicromss time, as Gordon the Jcluit alledges , and conſcquently 
their own Vulgar Latin muſt be corrupted alſo, as taken from a cor- 
rupted Original. But becauſe it's not enoagh to retort an Argument, 
Jet them take an abſolute Anſwer from Bell. 1;h. 2. deverb. De; cap. 7. 
Et. fi multa (laith he) depravare cmati ſunt Heretici, tamen nunQu am 
defuerunt Catholici qui eorum corruptelas detexeruxt, & non permiſerunt 
lioros Sacros corrumpi : That Hereticks attempted the depravation of 
the Scripture is granted , but that either the Providence of God, or 
vigilancy of .the Catholick Church, ſuffered. them univerſally tocor- 


rupt 


rupt the Scriptures, ſo that the Text of Scripture is not fit a4 gig- 
 nendam fidem , as G.rdoz the Jeſuit blaſphcmouſly writes, is ſimply 
denied : That Ircrenr, Tertnll, Origen, and other Fathers diſcovered 
the praQiſes of Hereticks againſt the Scriptures, is a ſufficient Evi- 
_ that thoſe Hereticks were not able to accompliſh their de- 
rs wh | 
. His {ixth allegation is, that Proteſtauts never ſaw the Original 
"Scriptures penxed by Prophets, Ap:ſHer, and Copies are ſubject to faults. 
Did never this Scribler reflect that it would be retorted upon him, 
that they can no more produce the Tranſlators Autograph of the 
Vulgar Latin , than' we of the Originals : Neither have they the 
Autographs of the old D=cretals, or of the Ancient Councils, and 
the Copics oi thcke Books are doubtleſs ſabj:& a)fo to faults? I cons 
fc(s.we pretend not tc lavetne Autographs, nor judge we it neceſſa» 
xy» yea, it was naturally impollible, that. Paper or Parchment could 
have continued fo Jong without corruption. What Baroxius relates 
of. Marks Autograpis at Vexice, may have place among their other 
Lecends , yet Corxel. 2 Lapide, who fiys it is in Greek, confeſſes, that 
through Antiquity 1t is become illegible, and conſcquently uſelels : 
Put docs it follow, that becauſe we have not the Autographs, there- 
tore our Oiig'nals are corrupt? it it be ſaid that Trauſcribers are 
{il'ible , are not the Tranſcribers of the Cai.ons of the Council of 
Trex tallible alſo ? if notwithſtinding they bear Faith y ſhall not the 
Copy of Original Scriptures much more make Faith? Cannot the . 
;gvidence ct God preſerve the Original Scripturcs? Will not the- 
fear of God make men more tender and circumſpe& in tranſcribing 
the holy S-riptures, than 1n tranſcribing other Books? Is not the Ca-. 
tholick Church cog iged to be watchful , leſt the Scriptures of God 
ſhou!d be corrupted ? If Univerſal Tradition make Faith in any 
matter , doth 1t not concerning the depoſizum of tie Scriptures 2. 
His ſeventh and Jaſt allegation is, of the various Lefions of the 
New T:ftament , atteſted by the Prefaccr to the Biblia Polyglotta. 
Should he not firſt have remembred how many various LeGions are 
inthe Vulgar Latin , let him compare the Bibles of Sixtus © 1intus, 
and Clement the 8. and read D. Fames Beilum Papale, and men tell 
it there be not both various Le&ions and contradictions betwixt 
them? The different readings betwixt the Clementize Bible , and 
Hentenius Edition of the Vulgar Latin, which the Divines of Lo- 
241 fo highly efteemed, would fill a Volum alone. Secondly, there- 
tore it's abſolutely anſwered , that many things are reckoned up as 
various 
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various LcRions in the Originals , which are but Errata ſcribe me 
Typographi, 3. e. eſcapes of the Preſs; and all 1 believe arc ſenſible, 
that it is morally impoſſible that there ſhoald be various Editions of 
any Book, without various readings of that nature, yet may not Ju» 
 dicious perſous, comparing thoſe Copics together, diſcern their Er- 
rata's ? Are there not ſpecial helps, in the(: caſcs, for finding out the 
true reading in the New Teſtament , ſuch as the conſideration of the 
Context , the Analogy of Faith , the more ancient and approved 
Copies, Citations , and Expoſitions of Fathers, ancient Tranſlati- 
ons , particularly the Syriack.: Neither do Proteſtants deny but uſe 
may be made of Latin Verſions , eſpecially of more ancient Editi- 
Ons , as was done by Eraſmus in his Annotations , yet not aSa Rule, 
but asa mean to be made uſe of in conjunQion with the ret, Who 
would be more fully ſatisfied, as to theſe varicus L:&:ons in the Nw 
Teliamcnt, I remit them to Cal vixs de puritate font 1m 3 Nw Te- 
ſtamento, Sed. 134.&c. and to D Owens Fractate of the integrity | 
and purity of the Hebrew and Greck Text ct the Scripture, wi.h his 
conſiderations on the Appendix and Proleg»mens to the Bibliz Poly 
el.tta. Now only I add a luculcnt teſtunony from Sixizs Senerfir, 
lib. 7. Bib. $. heref. 1. where pondering the Itke ObjcRipn from the 
various LeQtions of the New Teſtament , he poſitively. afl rts Gre- 
crem codicem qui nunc in Eccleſia legitur , eundem illnm ſe quo Eccleſia 
Greca temporibus Hicronomi, & louge antea nſque ad tempora Apuſtols« 
rum u'acft, verungfi cerum, fidelem, & null» falſitatis vitio contamis 
natum, ſicut continuata omuium Grec rum Patrum Icio lucidiſſime 0+ 
ſtendit, uno ſemper atgue eodem Scripture ten re legentibus D.onylio, 
Jaſtino, Ireuzv, Melitone, Origene, Atriczno, Apollinario, Athana- 
tio,. Eulcbis, B.ft.io, © bryſoſtomo, TheophilaRto, argue aliis . nte & 
pſt tempors Hicronina Patribas 34..c. that the New Teltament, which 
to day 1; read in the Church, is the ſame which the Greek Church, 
cad betwre and alicr Hieroms days, tiom-the time of the Apoliles, 
pure and without corruption, w_ | 

Having difcuſfcd all thoſe things which he brought to coofirm his 
ſecond Objection , 1 now only take 1.0:ice of his ludibrious Cons+ 
clulion, that ſecizg toe Seriptures , as hefaily alledg2s, are carrupt, 
thcrefure we have a neceſſity of an inf llivle viſivle Judges A goodly 
inference? 13 there no way to ſh ulder up a Pope, but by treading - 
down the Szcipiurcs ? But ſuppoſing the Scriptures to be corru ted, 
what b-nctit, as to this, can we reap by their wntallible viſible Judge? 
Can he diate to us itew pure Original Scriptures ? When he could 


not 


Eo, _ the Rule of Faith. _ 171 
not preſerve them in their Purity , how ſhall he reſtore them to it ? 
' If he declare whichis pure Scriptures, will he do it by a Prophetical! 

Revelatioa ? Then he would look that his Evthuſiaſms be inſtructed 
by better Credeitials than the Quakers , or if he do it by other 0+ 
Ji and convincing Evidences, then it's not the infallibility of the 
F1dze, but the evidence of his grounds that will warrant his defini- 
tions , conſequently his pretended Infallibility, as to this thing, is 
wholly inf1guiti.ant, | 
 ObjxQiou ,. Pap. 57. The Pamphlcter enquires what infallible mo= 

1322 can prudently perſwade Proteſtants, that the Word of God they relye 

on was evir fot down in writing, or 35 extant at this day ?, Is it the tclti- 
moxy of the Scripture, calling it ſelf Gods Word, or the innate light of 
the ſme Scripture ſhewing it ſelf to be ſuch 20 a well diſþ ſed ni 1d ? 
If te firſt, do not N'codemus aud Thomas G:fpels carry the ſame Tir 
ils f Matthew and Mark ? If the ſecrnd , then the Futbers of the 
firit tree Age: wer nt we'l diſp ſed perſins , r:bo dil not acknowledge 
ſ*me Books of S21ipture til! the Auth rity of a Council of C rinage bat 
declared them Canoxical , and much I.js Luther who reje&s James E- 
pitle, with ſ.me others. EO 

Anſwer 1 D-th not this AthciRical Cavil of ]-ſuits, which hath 
often been contuted by Proteſtants, fall as heavily upon themſclves, 
25 up7n us? May not this [ame Query be /tnade concerning the infale 
|:blz motive, which can prudently perſwade Romanilis to believe 
the infallibihity of their vilible Judge? Is it his own teftimony, call= 
ivg himſclf intallible, or the innate light of his definitions ſhewing 
then.iclves tc be divine? If the ficſt, do not Quakers afſert their own 
intallibility as well as he ? Doth not the Turks Alcoran affirm, that it 
 15of Div.ne Original, as well as Popes afcrib2 their definitions to 

the Holy Ghoſt? It the ſecond , how ſhall an innate light be grant- 
ed to the cefinitions of their infallible Judge , (ccing it's denied to 
the holy Scriptures of God ? It might be ſufhcicnt here ts leave him 
only to grapple with his own Cavil. 

But 1 ſecondly anſwer , that a well diſpoſed mind may be con- 
vinced of the Divine Original of the holy Scriptures , both by ex 
trinlick motives of Credibility, and by the Itrinſecs Criteria , or the 
innate light of the holy Scriptures? I ſay , fult by extrinſick moe 
tives, tuch as the ſtupendious Miracles whercby it was confirmed, 
(which this calummiating Pamphleter would infinuate, pag. 59. but 
with Jeſuitical ingenuity that I did undervalue the Univerſal Tradi- 
tion of the Catholick Church, the ſignal Judgments of God upon 
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Enemies, the invincible conſtancy oi Martyrs, &c. Doth not Bell. lib. x. 
de verb.Dei cap+2. by theſe, and ſuch arguments, prove the Scriptures 
certiſſimas eſſe CF veriſſimas , nec bumana inventa , ſed oracula divina 
continere, But beſides theſe extrinſick motives of Credibility , the 
holy Scriptures of God have intrinfick evidences of their Divine Ox 
riginals , as from the ſublimity of the Myſteries which yet are won= 
derfully ſuited for bringing about the Salvation of 'Souls, the un-. 
tainted and unparallelled Sandity of the DBo@rine , the plenitude of 
the Scriptures for inftru&ion of the Judgment , Reformation of the 
Life , Conſolation of the heart in all cafes, the admirable tempera- 
ture ot Simplicity and Majcſty in the ſtile of holy Scripturcs, the 
great variety of Scripture purpoſes, and the wonderful harmony 
ehereok , though Scriptures were written in different Ages, Places, 
and Tongues : So that Bell. ſays of the Pen men of Scripture , they 
would appear #0; tam diverſi Scriptorcs, quam unins Scriptoris diverfi 
calami» This felt-evidencing light of the Scripturcs Jeſuits them- 
ſelves are conſtrained to acknowledge in their lucid intervals, Hence 
Greg. de Valentia lib. 1. de Analyf. fidei cap. 1. Deus ipſe ( ſaith he ) 
zmprimis oft,qui Chriftianam Dodriaam, atque a Deo Scripturam ſacram 
weram cſſe,voce Revelationis ſue, internoqurdam inflrutiu,atq3impulſu 
bumants mentibus ccnteſtatur, atqz perſuadet ; Aud cap. 15, Cum multa 
fint inipſa Dodrina Chrijtiana, que ipſa per ſe illi fidem atque authori- 
zatem conciliare poſſunt, tamen mihi maximum illad eſſe videtur, ut eſt 3 
Clemente Alexandrino obſervatum, quod ſua neſeio qua admirabili vi 
divine prorſus hominum animos afficit, arque ad virtutem impellit. It's 
not ſimply, becauſe the Goſpels of Maithew and Mark carry their 
names prefixed , that we believe them to be of a Divine Original, 
but as weare (irongly induced thereto by the extrinſick motives of 
Credibility , fo our Faith is ultimately rcfolved on the Authority of 
God, ſpeaking in the Scriptures with an admirable Soul convincing 
evidence, The Plcudevangels of Thomas and Nicodemwus, and all 
Books, without the Canon of holy Scripture , are deftitute both gf 
theſe motives of Credibility , and of that ſelf evidencing. light of 
their Divine Original. Ner ſhould it ſeem firange to any, that 1 ſay 
Faith is ultimately refolved on the Authority of God ſpeaking in the 
Scriptures : For all Faculties and Sciences muſt have firti principles 
into which our affent muſt be terminated , elſe we ſhould run in 
#nfinitum. 1 appeal to any that is not willing to be deceived, whe» 
ther it be not more congruou;:, that Faith be reſolvzd into that wri- 


ting which God himſclf immediately did diQate, by.the acknowledg» 
: | ment 
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ment of the Catholick Church , then either into a Papal , Or into a 
Quaker Enthufiafm, that have no other Credentisl;, but b:caule they 
fay they are infallibly moved by the Spirit of God, RE, 

_ \-Asfor the Pamphileters allegtioan , that the Fathers of the firit Cen* 
tyrics did 'n1t acknowledge ſome Boks of $ cripture until the Council of 
Carthage, it is manifeſt untruth ; Look to M.lito, his Catalogue of 
the Books of holy Scripture, recorded by Exſebius lib. 4. Kijt. Ec- 
eleſe, cope 25+ ard Origen's recorded by the fame Euſebius , lib. Go 
cap. 24- Or of the Author of the Book de Eccleſ. Hierarch. cap. 3+ 
whom Papiſts hold' for Denis the Areopagite, or of Athanaſius in Sy- 
n»þfi S. Script. or of the *Council of Lzodicea, Can: 59. it they were 
not conform to the Cinon of Scripture 'received by the Protettant 
C hurchcs, Any little ſceming differences in the way of their and our 
Enumeration., ye may'find cleared by D. Cofiz in his Scholaſtical Hi- 
ſtory of the Canonof Scripture, cap. 4, 5, 6+ I; not Feram lo cxpli- 
cite for us in tijis matter in Pro}. Galeat. ad lib. Regum in Prol. ad lib. 
Solome in Prefat. ad Danielem &* in Epijt. ad Paulinun, that Bell, 
lib. 1+ de verb. Dei cap. 10+ Is conſtrained to grant him to us. It's 
true indeed, the Apocrypha Byoks which the Council of Treut has 
Canonized , were not acknowledged by the Church in thoſe times 
as Canonical: And this was one of the ſeyen inftances of the con- 
tradition betwixt the preſent Romiſh Church, and the Ancient 
Chriſtian, yea the Ancient Romifh Church, in my Anſwer to M. Dem- 
fers eighth Paper, pag. 171+ which this Pammphleter has not adven- 

tured to examine, One thing I muſt confeſs , that the Epiſtle to the 

Hebrews, which both Papifts and Proteſtants acknowledge to' be trus 

ly Canonical, was not received as'ſuch for a long time by the Church 

of Rome, if we may belicve Enſebins lib. 3. Hiſt, Eccleſe cap. 3, or 

Ferom Epift« 129. ad Dardauum , who exprelly ſays, that Latinory: 

conſuetudo Epiſtolam ad Hebre 's non recipit inter Canonieas Seripturas. 

Yet notwithſtanding this failure of the Raman Church , Athauaſins, 
Nazianzen, Hierom, &c, held it for Canonical , whichis a pregrant 
Evidence, that the Authority of the Books of Scripture , in thoſe 
days, depended not on the te{timony of t1e Church of 'Rome. 

But here-the Pamphleter ſeems to bint at the Council of Carthage, 
as boldingthe Apacryphal Books as Canonical ; I fuppole he means Con-. 
cile Carthage 3. Cans 47+ but this Council is below Primitive Anti 
quity , being celebrated either in the cloſe of the fourth, or b-gin- 
ning of the fifth Century : And if Romaniſts ſtznd to the Canons of 
that Council , the Supremacy of the Pope is gone. For Cx. 25+ it's 
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expreſly prohibited, that. the: Biſhop of Rome be' called Summns 8 ax. 
cerdas , princeps Sazerdotum aut aliquid cjuſmodis Neither are all the - 
Ap-cryphal Books included in that 47 Can, for. neither. in the Greek _ 
Code, nor in the CulleRion of Canons. wade by Creſconins, 15 there 
mentien of the Books of Maccabees , ncither.are;the reft of the 4po= 
crypbal Books, which are, there mentivned, ſpoken of as firidly Ca- 
nonical fcr proving Artic'es of Faith. .Is it probable that the Fa- 
thers in that Council would contradi& the Council 'of Laediceay and 
Ferom ,. who expricſly denied thoſe Books to be Canonical ? Yea, did - 
n2t Gr:g. after this Council of Carthage lib. g. in Fob cap. 13. ex-. 
clude the Books of Maccabees from the Canon of Scripture z there- 
* fore theſe Books are only termed Canonical, .as Books which may be . 
read in the Church: For in no other {enſe did the Council of Car- 
thige own them, as is infiauated in the cloſe of that ſame Canon 47. _ 
where alſo it's added, that the paſſions of the Martyrs may be read 
in the Churches with theſe Books ; But ſure it is the paſſons of the 
Martyrs are no Canonical Scripture. The Council of Conſtantinople . 
in Trallo Cas 2+ approves both the Synod of Laodicea, which ex-.. 
cludes the Ap 'oryphal Books from the Canon , and that of Carthage - 
which reckons them among the Canonical z therefore (ſurely this ot .. 
* Carthage took the word Canonical ina larger ſenſe than that of 'Las- 
dices , elſe the Council of Conftaxtinople had approved contradictory .. 
Canons. This ſame alſo may be confirmed from Aruftiz , who' wasa 
prime Member. of that Council ,.for [ib 2. de doG. Chriſti caps $. . 
where he had reckoned out all thele Books , he ſays they were not 
all of £qual Authority , but all Books of Scripture are of <qual Au- 
thority. What nced I more? Hear their own Cardinal Cajetan' as 
to this thing , in fin. Cemment. ad Hiſt» lib, Ve T. Ne turberis. nwvitie, | 
fi alicubi repcreris libros ijtos inter Canonicos ſupputatos, vel in ſacrit 
Cancilii', vel in ſacris .doftoribys —— libri iti. non. ſunt. Canonici ad 
confiraandaea que ſunt fideis Poſſunt tamen dici Canonici ad edifics- 
tionem fideliumutpote in Canone Biblie ad hoc recepti & antoriſati. Cum þ.. 
bec diſtindione diſcernere poteris ſcripta Auguſtin,& ſcripta in Provin= 
cialibus Conciliis Cartbaginenfi & Laodiceno, and this diſtinction Cav 
jetan took from Hierom, Pre' at. in Proverb..and Ruffin in expoſe Symb. 
What headds concerning Lxther , does not concern the Cauſe : 
Were it true that Luther doubted of the Authority. of the Epiſtle of 
7 ames, it would only conclude, that he knew but in part; and what . 
then? Noz omnia vidit Beraardus. Though the Scriptures be a Prin- 
C!Plc in Divinity, yer ſome holy men may queſtion the Divine Ort». 
ginal 
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ginal:of ſome-Books of holy Scripture :* For there is need of {piri- 
- tual illumination todiſcern the Scriptures of God 3 and as the: Spi- 
- rit breaths where he liſts, fo alſo in a more eminent meaſure upon 
one than another *  DonotRemanitis hold Cardinal Cajetan for a Ca- 
- tholick'? who yet really didqueſtion both the Authority of the Epi- 
: Metothe Hebrews, and of Famer. * Yea, have not ſome principles of 
Reaſon been queſtioned by learned Philoſophers, which are admitted 
by others ? Is it not a principle of Mathematicks, that a quovis pun» 
fo ad qurduis pundum licet ducere retam lineam? Yet is it not.queſti- 
oned by Learned Baſſo, if there be a right line in the world 2 But 
- concerning Lather,-in this matter , I remit the Reader to Gerard the 
Lutheran in wheriort exigeſe lore de ſcript. cap. 10. Sed. 279, 280, 
where Gerard Apologizes for Lather, andevids, that Luther did not 
perſevcrein that miſtake 3 and withal acknowledges and proves the 
Divine Authority of that Epiſtle. 
ThePamphleter in his fourth Obje&ion pag.68.afhrms, that this is 
- common to Proteſtants, with all Hereticks, to la yclaim to Scriptures. To 
this common Cavil of Romaniſts, as-may be ſecn in Greg. de Val, 
. lib. 6. de Analyſ. fidei cap. 8. and Breerly Apol. tra. 1: Sed. 10 ſubd.2. 
- and ty.aG. 2. caps I. Sed tr» I anfwer x. That it is a maniteft falle> 
hood , that all Hereticks do appeal to the Scriptures of the'Old and 
.*New Teſtament, as the adcquate Rule of Faith, as do the Protc= 
ſtant Churches. What meant Terzull. 1;h. de Reſurredione carnis, 
-when he termed Hereticks Lucifugas Scripturarum? what meant that 
of Irenens lib, 3.cap. 2. cum ex Scripturis arguuntur in accuſationem 
convertntur Scripturarum? Doth not Euſeb, lib. 5, Hitt. cap. ult. te- 
ſiifie, that Artemox the Heretick did appeal to Tradition , pretending 
that his Hereſte,” vizs that Chrift was Jia& erSewnr@- a meer man, 
"had a Traditive conveyance from the Apoſiles, and that in the 
Church'of Rome alls,; until Pop? 7iGors time, inclaſive ? Doth not 
- Learned D. Mvrtox in his Appeal againſt B-eerly lib, 2. cape 33. Sets 
I 2« See» 39+ ſhew , that -Learned Romanilts, Aquinas, Bell. Sixtus 
Senenfis, Fuftus, Barronius, Delrio, Rhenanus, and M. Weſtin do con» 
feſs, that the moſt notorious aad pceſtilegt Hereticks, ſuch as the Valen- 
tintzns, Gnoſticks, Marcionites, Baſilidians, Encratits, Severians, Mani » 
chees, Arriany, Carpocraitans, Montaniſts, Donatijts, Anabaptiſts, &cs 
refuſed to be tryed only by Canonical Scripture , ard did ſhelter 
themlelves under the pretext either of Philoſuphical principles, or 
teigned Goſpels, Tradirions, or fancied Revelations. The teltimonies 
of Anthors for proving this, I rcmit to be gathered from D. M-- 
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ton. Have not ſome Hereticks denied many of the Books of the hol 

Scripture , whereof a Jarge Catalogue may be had from BzlI. lb. 1. 
de verb. Dei cap. 5-& 6+ yea doth. not. Bell. loce cit. charge the:Mas. 
nichees as denying the whole Scriptures both of. O!d and New Telia« 
ment z did cyer Proteſtant Churches ſo? Doth not the lame Bell, 
lib. 1. cap. t. charge Gaſpar Swenkfeldias, and the Libertines, as de» 


clining the Scriptures, and only flying to the jnward dictates of the. 


Spirit ? Were there ingenuity amopg Romat.iftz , woulda they be {o. 
impudent in their accuſations of Proteſtants ? In appealing to Scrip- 
rure, we imitate the ancient Fathers. Hence Axſtin de Gra. & 1th. 
4r9, cap. 18. Sedeat inter nos judex, Apoſtolus Foannes lib. 2. de nupt« 
& concupiſe. cap 33. ita controverſia judicem requirit , judicet erga 
Chritus. juditet &-cum illo Ap ftolus, guia i# Apjtolo ipſe loquitur 
Chrijtus. And to the like purpoſe Optatus libs 5- cont. Parmen. ds ce: 
ly: querendus et judex, ſed quid ſpulſimus .celum quun babemus in E- 
vangeli» teſtameytum. 1 deny not but Hzreticks have perverted 
Scriptures for the Patruciny of their err2urs : But exc-llently did 
one deſcribe the nature of Hereticks in this, $1 videant petitis -6 
Scriptura demmſtrationibus ſtultitiam ſuzm.contringt , tum Scripture 


recuſant ſcopum & uſum , ſiquando vero putant ſibi favere nudum ali- 


quod effatum & penuina reciſum orationis ſerie , ad ſunm prop -ſatum ac- 
commodant ſuis confirmandis. And this is all vohich Vincentius,'Gens 
nadius, and Auſtin, in the p'accs cited by the Pamphleter. and other 
Romaniſts, do inliquate, Excellently ſaid the old J:wiſh Rabyins, Iz 
Fucunque Scripture Ico invents objefFionem pro Hereticis , dnvenis qua* 
que medicamentim in latere cjus. | - 

2. Therefore Ideny the {:quel : Though Hereticks do appeal to 
Scripture, yet it doth not follow , that the Scxiptares are not the 
Rule of Faithz and Ground of the Religion of Proteſtants, Do not 
the moſt-Paradoxal Philofophers. appeal to the Principles of Reaſon 
in confirmation of rhcir abſurd Theorems ? Shatl therefors Princiy 
ples of Reaſon not be the Rule by which to diſcern betwixt true. and 
talſe Concluſions in Philoſophy ? Will pot a Litigious Caviller ap: 
peal to the Law for juſtifying his moſt injurious ations? ſhall 
thexefore the Law ceaſe to be the Rule to diſtinguiſh betwixt juſt and 
unjuſt ? -This Pampileter argues againſt us, as_it I ſhould argue thus 
2gain(t him-, Junleniſts, whom he holds for Hereticks, appeal to the 
{catence of an infallible vitible Judge, as well as Jelaits; therefore 
the ſentence-of the infallible vitible Judge cannot be the Rule of 
Faith ; Or Bio » Quakers pretend to an, infallible direjon of the 
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Spirit; as well 2s the Pope or Gzneral Council 5 therefore they are de- 
 ceivers, as well as theſe, To ſhut-up this Anſwer , it's not the claims 
ing of couformity with Scriptures that proves a true Religion , but 
the having of it 3 and in evidence that we do not bare)y claim it, 
but have it, we are content toundergo the moſt accurate ſcrutinys 
The more Romanitlis have contended with us. theſe 159 yeers, tne 
* tnore the trurſ1 of the Proteſtant Religion hath ſhined forth, | 


SECT, I'V- 


Some Reflelions on the refl of the Pamphleters Rapſodich, Diſ- 
courſe concerning the Rule of Faiths 


Rom Pap-'61> tothe end of his Se: . he hath a long Rapſo«. 

* dick and incoherent Difcourſe, wherein he endeavours to abuſe” 
an unwary Reader by bold Aﬀertions, empty Rhetorications, and mile 
ſtating of Qycſtions : Were theſe frothy fAlonriſhts reduced to an ac: 
curate way of arguing, they would vaniſh into ſmaak, and non- 
ſence , yet I (hall touch what may ſeem moſt materia] therein. 

Firſt then he brings me in aſſerting , that Scriptures are either clear. 
71 terminis , or are made clear by conferring of places: But hecites no 
place where I affirm this, nor | bzlicve will he find fuch an Aſ:riion 
in ſo many words 1a all my Papers, againſt M' Demjter. However, I 
acknowledye. I] have faid , that Articles of Faith are contained cith:r 
interminis in Scripture , or elſe that by firm conſequences they may 
be deduced from that which is there expreſly revealed: Nor do [ 
deny but Proteſtants hold, that <onferring of Scripture with Scrip; 
ture, is an ufetul mean for finding out the true meaning of Ecrip- 
ture. I ſhall therefore examine - what this Scribler can briug a« 

ainft it. ' 

And firſt he fays, Theugh 2 phice of Scripture .be clear 3 it ſelf, 
yet when divers Sets take it diverſl;, a man may juſtly ſuſpe his own. 
judgment , ſteing ſ1 many of a contrary mind. 1 know not what can 
be inferred from this irrational Aſſertion , bat either Scepticiſm 1n 
Religion; or down-right' Atheiſm : For when a Scripture is clear in 
it felt, it carries with it ſufhcient evidence, that this is the Mind of 
God thcreine. It then, notwithſtanding, this clearnefs, one may jutt+ 
ly fuſpc& that this is not the Mind of God , then he may have ut 
ground to queſtion what God ſays when he ſpeaks clearly ; And if 
the ſcpyle- of clear Scripture may be ſufptCted ; may not the fenſe of 
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_ the dcfinitions of any viſible Judge be_ queſtioned much more? 1 
confeſs the contradiQions of rational perſons ought to make us ſeri. 
ouſly conſider what Scripture ſays, but if it ſpeak clearly , no con- 
 tradiction of Hereticks gives juſt ground to queſtion the true ſenſe 
thereof: Did Athanaſius queltion the Truth when it was contradicq- 
ed by a World of Arrians, .thovugh Pope Liberizsallo did ſublcribe 
. the ſentence againſt him ? Dath not the. Apoſile teach, that the Faith 
of Divine Truths ſhould be ſo firm}; that if an- Angel would contra» 
 dict it, we ſhould not bclieve him ,-Gal. 1.8. 
Next he obje&s, That Hereticks far their Herefie alled;ze places of 
Scripture as would ſeem clear, as Marcion juſtified tis deſpiſing Moe 
- ies by theſe words, Joh. to, $--All that ever came before me are 
+ Thieves and Robbers : The Manichees , they fancy that Chriſt is the 
$41, by that Joh. $. 12. Iam the Light of the World : The Walden , 
ies, that the Magiſtrate ought not to put a Criminal to death, becauſe its 
- Jaid, Exod. 20. Thou ſhalt not kill. Tea, ſays he, the Devil cittd 
clear Scripture againſt Chriſt, and the Fews againft his Death, Did e- 
. ver Beelzebub blaſpheme more groſly than this Jeſuit ? it the Deval 
cited clear Scripture , why did not Chriſt hearken to him ? Do not 
| their own Interpreters, Fanſen. iy concord. Evang- cap, 15. Maldonat, 
and 2 Lapide in Maith. 4. 6. (hew , that tae D.vil groſly perverted 
that Scripture ? Did not the Devil mutilate the Text which he. cited 
out of Pſal. 91.11. leaving out, Tz all thy waysz as 1s excellently 
noted by Berxard Scrms 14. in Pſalmum qui habitat, uid mandavit 
nempe quod in Pſalm? ſequitur ut cuſtodi aut cuſtodiant te in viit tuis ? 
Nunquid in precipitiis ? Qualis via hee de pinnaculo Templi mittere 
te deorſum ? Non t via bac, ſed ruina. & fi via tua eft , non illius. 
, Did nor Chriſt, by collating the Scripture cited by the D2vil, witn a» 
nother, Dewt. 6+ 16. demonſirate, that the D-vil did pervert the 
Scripture, contrary to its ſenſe, and thereby did confirm the truth 
which the Jeluit here impugnes 3. viz. that collation of Scripture. 
with Scripture, is one ſolid mean to fiad out the true ſenſe of Scrip- 
ture ?. What though Hereticks for their Hereſies do alledge Scriptures 
as would ſeemelegr ? Is there not as great odds betwixt a Scripture 
ſeemingly clear, and really clear, 2s betwixt a Jeſuits Sophilm,, and a 
real demonſtration? May not ali thoſe perverfions of Scripture by 
Marcion tes, Manichees, &c. be {ufficiently cleared without the ſen- - 
tence of an infa'lible viſible Judge ? Is it rot apparent, hat it was an 
1mpious inference from Fob. LO» 8. that Moles mas a Thief 6r Kob- 
ber ? (ecing he was {aithful in all the Houſe of God , as a ſervant, 
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Heb. 3» 6, That place ' Foh. 19. 8. pronounces them only Thieves 
| and Robbers, who run without a Milfjon from God, as Auſtin ex-- 
pounds lib. 16: contra Fauſtum cap. 12, or that.gave themſclves out 
for the Meſſias , ſuch as Fulas bf Galilee, and Thendas, &c. So 
Ciryſ:ft. Cyril, Theophil. Enthym, cited by a Lapide on the place, none 
of which did Muſes, 3s:not the fancy of the Maxicheans from Fob, 
$_ 12+ as impious and ludibrinas?, Is not Cliriſt God over all , bleſſed 
for ever . Rom. g+ 5+ therefore as Auſtin aid excellently , Tra. 34. 
in: Fob. Eft Lux que fecit banc lucews , he is not the Sun, but the Light 
which made the Sun, As for that Tenet he charges upon the 1/21 
denſes , they are vindicated from it by Learned Uſher, de Chriftiane - 
Feeleſe ſucceſſe & ſtate cap. 6. Edite 2, pag. 198. and by Perrin Hiſt. of 
Walders lib, 1. cap. 4+. Yea, Alphonſus 2 Caſtro , albeit he following 
the Drove, accule them of itz yet confeſſes, that Aneas Sylvins in 
lib. de orig, Bobemorum cap- 35+ in reckoning otit the errours of the 
Waldeaſes, charges them with no ſuch thing. However , ſurely that. 
Poſition has no Foundation in-that Text Ex2d. 20, 13. For the Ma- . 
oiſtrate, Rom- 13. bears not the Sword in vain, and Scripture ex-. 
preſly irjoyns the puniſhing of ſundry Criminals capitally, particu- 
larly Murtherers, Namb, 35. 3 1+ Sothat thoſe impious glofſes which 
Hereticks have pat upon Scripture, may be clearly confuted by Scrip- 
turey if it were not {o, what coald the Romiſh infallible Judge do? * 
What ground ſhould he have upan which to pronounce this to be 
the ſenſe of the place ,. and not that which Hereticks pretend ? if the 
Popes definition be the only way to vindicate Scriptures from gloſfes 
cf Hereticks , why has he not given us a clear Commentary upon 
the whole Scripture ? As Hereticks wreſt ſentences of Scripture,. . 
may they not wreſt {entences of Popes or Councils ? They can 
bring no Objcaion againſt us ,, which recoils not upon their own 
head... 

He.clamours, pags 6 1. that there may be many ſeeming-contr adifi ms © 
in Scripture : What then? Ergo, all things neceſlary to falvation are - 
not clearly {ct down in Scripture , or by tirm conſequence deJucible 
from it. Nox ſequitur. There are not only {ceeming, but real contra- 
diFiors , betwixt the definitions of their Popes, and Canons of + 
their Councils, one Council decrecing that the General Council 1s 
above the Pope, another decrecing , that the Pope is above the . 
Council, and both approved by Popes.z for as the Lateran which 
aid ſubject the Council to the Pope, was approved by Leo the 10. fo- 
a'{o wes the Council of Conſtaxce , which {ubje&ed the Pope to the _ 


Councal, 
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Council, approved and*confirmed by Pope Marty: 5+ Sf 45+ bat 
the holy Scripture is not Yea and Nay. ' 40% 

He vubjeQts bid. That many things are believed by Proteſtants which 
are not in Scripture atall, as Perſjas in the Trinity , Sacraments in the. 
Church , the Cimmand of keeping the Sunday.  Anſw. 1 would have. 
apprzhenged the Pamphleter would have heard' of 'Nazianzen's di- 
ſtin&ion, Orat. 37. that qurdam ſunt i4 Scripturis que non dicuntur, 
quadam & ſunt & dicuntur: There are Points of Faith matcrially 

. contained in Scripture, though the words which the Catholick - 
Church uſes tocxplain theſe MyRerics be not there found. Thus the 
Merits and Satisfaction ot-Chriſt are found in Scripture, and Jucu- 
lently dem.onſtrated thence againſt the $9cjui24 ,- though thoſe words 
be not found in Scripture. Did not the ancient Fathers demonſtrate 

from Scripture the Conſubſtantiality of the Son with the Father, al- 
though the word epoug:@& was not in Scripture? Ic's enough that 
the thing meant by the word Perſons, and Sacraments, and a ſaffi- 
cient Warrant to keep the Lords day, be found there ; Yea, have we. 

' not the word Pcrſon, - Heb. 1+ 3. Who 3s the expreſs Imaze of bis Per- 

ſon , Tis VTo54tws aviy. Albeit I be not Ignorant of the Eogoma- 
chics which were among Ancients concerning the words s5:a and 
uwo5a org AS forthe Command concerning the Lords Diy , beſides 
other Warrants to obſerve it fromthe Scripture, fucn as the praQice 
of the Apcliles., the title of utes xveery , Revels 1. 10; the Apor 
olick Injunction, 1- Cor. 16. 1,2. Has not Learned M, Candrcy 
demouſirated a preceptiyg Aathority for it., from the fourth Come 
mand, in his Ssbbatum Redivirum , Parts 2+ caps 7. Part, 3. cap. 3, 
Part, 4. cap. 1- AStor the Sacraments, | hope the Inſtitution of Bay» 
tiſm, and the Lords Supper, 4s clear in Scripture 3 and other Sacra- 
ments we Know none. As tor the definition of a Sacrament given by 
me in my tenth Paper againſt M. Demftcr , at which hcre he ſnarks, 
; when he gets contidence to examine it , he (hall find it will abjde the 
| Teſt, In fine, could any Romanifi ſolidly prove that any of the Ar- 
ticles of our Religion ace not ccntaiacd in Scripture, I ſhould ingenu- 

Ouſly diſown them, 

It's fuxther objected, pag. 62. that many places of Scripture are flats 
ly againit Proteſtants, and for Papiittsz as Matth. 26. 26. Jam. 2. 2.41 
2+ Thif. 2. 13, yea he 15 bold tofay, that Proteſtints can never be a- 
ble to bring one c'car Scripture againſt any of their Tenets. Thele be big - 
words, but ſplendid untruths. Can we bring no clear Scripture a- 
eairtt ary Tent of Popery ? Is not that Scripture clear againſt their 
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Dry Communions, Matth. 26. 27. Drink ye all of it? 1s' not that 
$cripture-exprelſs againſt" Purgatory ,” Revel. 14 13+ Bleſſed are the 
Dead which die in the Lord \' frombencefurth, yea ſaith the Spirit, that 
they may reſt from their Izboxrs.” If they reſt from their labours, then 
they labour not inthe flames of Purgatory, bs not that a clear Scrip- 
ture againſt Image-worſhip , Exod. 20, 4, 5. Thox ſhalt not makg to 
thy ſelf any graven Image , nor the likeneſs of any thing : Thou ſhalt 
not bow down to them, ec. 1 know the Pamphtketer fays ,' that this 25 
a corrupt Verſion, and thatit ſhoult be'rendred Idol, not Image , it be- 
ing Pelel 3 the Hebrew: But that is a corrupt evation, ſay 1 z doth 
not the root Paſablignihe, dolare, ſeulpere: Hence the Chalate renders 
it Tſalmz, an Image. Do not their own Pagnin and Montanus ren» 
der it ſculptile ? But whatever be of that, is it not added in the He- 
brew , Ve coltemuna , or any likeneſs of any thing ? Are not here . 
then all Images, in fo far as they arc made obje&s of Adoration, pro- 
hibited ?- But grant that it ought to be rendred an Kol, yet doth 
not the Adoration of an Image make it an Idol ? DiJ not Adoration 
make the Brazen Serpent an Idol, which before was not one? Hence 
15 that of Tertwll. l;b, de Tdololatria, caþ- 4. Imaginum conſecratia eſt 1 
delolatria , and Ifadore lib. 8. Orig. cap. 11+ Idolum eft ſimilachium, 
mu ous... fam & conſecratum eſt, according to the known 
Diltich. oh 
©nt ſacros fingit anro vel marmore vultur, 
Non faceit-ile Deos, qui calit ille facit. 
Yea, ſoevident1s this, that their great School-man I/aſq. Tom: 1 in 
3+ Part. q.2 5 « diſp« 1004+ cap. 2+ confeſſes, that by this Command alt 
Adoration of Images was prohibited to the Jews: whence I eon- 
clude 3 therefore alſo to Chriſtiars, the Moral Law ſtanding till in 
force. Rom. 3-131 Do we by Faith makg void the Law , nay rather we 
eftabliſh it. 1 might run through other Points in difference betwixt 
Romanitts and us, for*] know none of them but may be diſproved 
 byduculent Scriptures. YO | ONS 
Whereas he. {ays-theſe three Scriptures; Mt. 26. 26. Fam 2+ 2 4. 
2 Theſ. 2+ 13e are flatly againſt Proteſtants, h2 too flatly diſcovers ct+ 
thex his own ignorance, or impudency'; the harmony betwixt theſe, 
and the Doctrine of- Proteſtants, hath been abundantly cleared by our 
Authors , who handle the' Controverftes of the Preſence of. Chriſt ia 
the Sacrament, Juſtification and Traditions. 

- Now ſhortly, 1 ſay firft, that theſe words ,- This 3s my Bdy, make 
no more for the Tranſubſtantiation of Bread into the Body ot Chritt 
R thin. 
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than theſe, r Cor-1.0+4. the Rock w 15 Chriſt, for a Tranſubſiantiation 
of the Rock into Chriſt ; Yea, their Tranſubſtantiating (enſe cannot 
be admicted, without falſifying the words of-Chriſt 3 as Igemonlira-. 
_ fed againſt M, Demſter ,. and ſhall ſhew in its own.place, that my Ars 
gument ſtands yet 1n force , not withRanding. the Pamphicters infig- 
nificant attempts to the contrary, In:evidence. hereof, alter Conſc-. 
cration, it's frequently called Bread, 1 Cor. 11+ 26, 27: | 
I proceed therefore to the ſecond Scripture , Fam. 2. 24. Ne ſee - 
that.a man is juſtified by Warks , and not by Faith only. That this . 
place is not ſo.clear for them , may appear by joyning them. with 
ſome other places from the Apolile Pal, Rem: g- 28 Therefore we - 
conclude that a man is juſtihed by Faith, without the works of the 
Law : Rom. 4. 5, 6. To bim. that worketh not, but believeth on him. - 
that juſtifieth the ungod!y, is Folth counted for righteouſn(ſr 5 even as 
David deſcribed the bleſſedueſs of the mau to whom Ged imputeth righte- . 
ouſueſs without works , Gal. 2. 16+ Knowing that a man is not juſtified 
by the works of the Law , but by the Faith of Feſws Chrift 3 iav wt ; 
$16 mFicwws., viſt per fidem , which Eſtbizs,. upon the place, acknow* 
ledges to be cquivalent to, ſed tantum per fidem, but only by Faith : _ 
And he afhrms, that the moſt Learned, both. of Greek and Latin In- 
terpreters, do agree in that Expoſition. . Theſe , and other Texts of 
the Apoſtle Pazl., ſeem to-ſtand in ſo full contradiction to the ſenſe . 
which Romaniſts.impoſe upon the words of Famess that they have . 
deviſed many Cob. web diſtinQions to clude thoſe luculent teftimo+ 
nics.ot the Apoſile.-S. Pax! : Some affirming , that he excludes only-, 
from Tuſtification the. works of the Ceremonial Law , nct remembring 
that he excludes the.-works of that Law which is eſtabliſhed by the _ 
Goſpel z/as is clear, comparing Rome 3+ 28+ with:ycrſe 31, but that . 
is ſurely the Moral Law. Others finding. that they cannat deny but -; 
he excludes the works of the Maxal Law , yet fay ,.#hat only theſe 
works , as done hefore Converſi": aud. withimt-Grace , .are. excluded. 
Others ſay, . that the Apoſtle $. Paul. ſpeaks only of the firft Fuſtificati+.. 
0x, but not of the ſecond.. But, the Apoftle:S. Paw, Rome4« to cone 
firm his Aﬀertion of Juſtification by Faith without the works of the . 
Law ,. brings in the inſtances of. David and Abraham, long after 
their Convection 3 and theretore he excludes not only works. before . 
Converſion, neither ſpeaks he only of that which Romanifts call -. 
the ficft Jyſt kication. 1 ſhall not digreſs, to examine that diſtinfion 
of che firſt and ſecond ] iſtificationz but ſurely, in the Romith ſenle, 
it pre{uppoſes.a Juſtification by inherent holineſs, or by works ,. = 
0. 
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"(o is a begging of the queſtion : Only to prevent Logomachics*and 
' miftakes about words , it would be conſidered, that the chict ques 
- (tion betwixt Romaniſts and us in this thing is y concerning the me- 
ritorious cauſe of Juſtification 3 what it is that purchaſes to us Re- 
miſſion of ſin, and right to Eternal Life. Now I might'sppeal to 
all ſerious and imprejudiced. perſons , what elſe can da this, .but the 
obedience of the Lord Jefus Chrift? Can ovr good works , cither 
before or after Converſion, fatisfie Divine Juſtice , or merit tous re- 
miſſion ct fins, and a right to eternal life? Is there any proportion - 
b:twixt our works, and that Eterna], and far more exceeding weight 
of Glory , or the wrath, to the uttermoſt, due to us for our ſins ? 
Are we notbound, :Luke 17. to. When we have done all that we are 
\ commanded , to: acknowledge our ſelves unprofitable ſervants ?. for we 
have but done that which was 'our duty to do. Are not our beft 
.performanccs ſtained with gradual detects? 'Eccleſe. 7e 20. Eſay 64 6. 
All our righteouſneſſes are 8s filthy rags. 1s not that ſaying of S-Greg- 
known, lib. 9. Moral. in Fob cap, 11. Omnis bamana juſtitia ; inju- 
flitia eſſe convineimr ,'Þi diftrifte judicetur : prece-ergo poſt juſtitiam ins 
diget, ut que ſuccumbere diſcuſſa poterat , ex ſola judicis pietate con- 
valeſcat. Docs any mau love God fo well as he ought ? ſays not 
'S. Auſtin Epiſt. 2.9. Pleniſima charitas eſt in nemine. Illnd autem quod 
mins eft quam eſſe debet , in vitio eft? Do we not ftand in need of 
-mercy to our belt-works? Neb. 13. 23. Are they not made accepta= 
ble to God through Jeſus Chrift? * i Pet. 2.5. Can we then be pro- 
nounced by God: perfectly juf} on the account of theſe? er are we 
-not -rathex pronounced uſt upon the account of the obedience of 
Chriſt, for which theſe are accepted , and we our (elves alſo? E- 
pheſe 1+ 6+ He bath made us accepted in the belqved. Ts not that Scrip« 
-turg luculent , Rows. 5.1 9. By the obedience of one ſhall many bt made 
| righteous? If any might have placed confidence on their works, to | 
be juſtified thereby , then ſurely the Apoſtle $.-Pa#l might have done 
it, but ke durkk not adventure on it; 1 Cor. 4. 4+ I know wothing by 
-my ſelf , yet am 1 not hereby juſtified. 
it remains then to be expounded, in what ſenfe a man is ſaid Tam. 
2+ 24+ to bc juſtified: by works, and not by Faith-only. "Far be it from 
-us to impoſe, with RomaniGs "a gloſs upon S. Fames 3 which, upon 
the matter, would make him contradi& $. Paxl. The word of the 
Lord is not yea and nay , many have taken excellent pains to clear 
the harmony of theſe two Apoſtles, and to vindicate this place of 
S.. Fames-fxom the Cavils of Romanifts. I will not here digreſs, to 
| | R 2 ; TXamine 
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examine the new, notions of ſome late Learned Writers touchin 
this matter ,, whoſe way. ſhould I :imbrace, I might: perhaps cafily 
expede my (elf from Romiſh, Cavils, and leave alſo ſome confidera- 
ble differences betwixt the Romiſh.Party and Proteſiants in this mats 
ter ; But I confeſs I am afraid of new Methods , eſpecially in a mat- 
ter of ſo great importance, as the point of Juſtification : And there- 
fore holding to the more received grounds I ſhall remit the Reader 
to Reverend Biſhop Dewnam, his learned Freatiſe of Juſtification, 
lib. 7. cap. $- where he both diſcufles Bellarmine's Quibbles, as alſo 
illuſtrates that place in S. Fames, by an Elegant Analytick Expolition, 
from ver. 14+ to the end of the Chapter, Let it ſuffice at preſent to 
advertiſe the Reader, that S. Fames ules neither the word Faith, 
nor the word Fxſtifie, in the ſame ſenſe. with S. Paulz_nor does he 
dcbate the queſtiori which $. Pax handled, or which is at this day 
tofſed betwixt Romanilts and us. For clearing theſe things , briefly 
T ſay firſt , when S. James ſays, we are net juſtified by Faith only , he 
takes not Faith for a ſaving Grace of the Spirit ,: receiving whole 
. Chriſt Fi I. 42+ purifying the heart, AG. 15+ 9. and working by 
love, Gal. 5+ 6. which is theouly true Faith.by, which we are juttit- 
ed, according to the Doctrine of S. Paxl, and the Reformed Chur- 
ches : But S. James takes Faith for a dogmatical aſſent to Divine 
Truths , joyned with an qutward profefhion , bnt ſuch. as may, be {e- 
parated from good works, as is evident from the ſeriesof. his whole 
diſcourſe , particularly from ver. 1 4« where the ſtate ofthe queſtion 
-which S. 7ames handles is propounded,, What doth it profit, imy Bre- 
thren , though a man ſay be hath Faith, and bave not works 2: pu Ove. 
YaTai 1 Tis cures evroys Can that Faith ſave him, by which it ap- 
pears S. 7ames whole diſcourſe is, concerning that Eaith which a man 
faith he hath ,, but may be void of good works: Now. that js,net 
the Faith, by which we, according to the Apoſtle S..P aul's Doctrine, 
affirm a man to be juſtified without the works of the Law for truc 
quftifying Faith, 15 a living and working Faith, - But Fam. 2. 17s 
Fauh, ® it bave no works, is dead, being alone, I add ſecondly, that 
when S. fames lays, that. a man is juſtified by works , he docs not 
{peak as S. Pax], of the true proper AR of Juſtification, which isa 
Judicial Act of God, really acquitting the tinner of guiltine(s, and 
trom the wrath of. God,.to which he was lyable , but of a declara- 
tive Juſtification , or of that which. evidences a man to be in ajufti- 
fed c{tate, or to be acquitted from guilt and wrath: Nor nceds . 
this {ecm Qirange to any, it being a Rule among Iaterpreters of | 
: : Scripture 3. 
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Scripture 5 quandogue tuncdicitur aliquid eſſe, aut fieri,quum efſe in- 
telligitur,aut declaratur ; A thing is {aid to be done, when it becomes 
manifeſt that it is done : S5 Levie, 1 3+ 3.13« The Prieſt is (aid to pol» 
lute, or cleanſe the Leper, becauſe he declared him clean, or un- 
clean; So A 1.154 What God bath cleanſid, defile thou not , av ud - 
zolvs, dcclare thou not common, or unclean. . And this word Tuſtificati= 
on is frequent]y. taken ina like ſenſe, as Luk; 7. 24. 35. Roms 34. 
1 Tim. w 16+ & c- That (96 it is raken here, Learned Preteftants have 
eviccd from the Context : IT only defire the Reader to caſt his eyes 
upon verſe. 18. 4 man may ſay , thou haſt Faith, and 1.have. Works, 
ſhew me thy Faith without Forks, and I will ſhew thee my Faith by 
my Works : Where it's apparent, that the Apoſile is enquiring after 
the Evidences of a Juſtified Eſtate, which he concludes to be good 
works. The chict arfficulty which here ſeems to ariſe is , that if the 
Apoſile Fames did here ſpeak only of a declarative Juſtification, then 
he would have aſcribed this Juftification only to good works, and 
not at all to Faith z whereas the Apoſtle gives good works, and Faith, 
a conjun@ intereſt in the Juftification-whereof he treats 3. you ſee then, 
how by Works a man is juſiificd,. and net by Faith. -. Anſw.. This in» 
ference would perhaps bave ſome ſtrength, had the Apoſtle been 
ſpeaking only of the internal a& of Faith 3 but not at all, when, as 
hath been ſhewed', the Faith ſpoken of, 15 a profeſſed Faith; for the - 
profeſſion of Faith may concur with good works, to. declare and c- 
vidence a perſon to be ina Juſtified Eſtate. Thirdly therefore , and -: 
laftly , for the full illuſtration of- this whole matter, we would care- 
fully notice the different queſtions handled by the tw&# Apoiltles., 
S. Paxl, ar.d S, Fames. The Apoſtle S. Pawl, in his Epiſtles to the _ 
Romans and Galatians , having to do with. perſons who Phariſaical» - 
ly boafted of their good works, and preſumed, as eur Romaniſts do - 
to this day, to be juſtified thereby,or at leaſt joyned their good works, -. 
with Faith in Chriſt, as the ground of their Juſtification before God.: 
Therefore he diſputes at length the ſame queltion, which @@w is. a 
gitated betwixt Romanilts and us, what is the true ground upon 
which a ſinner is accepted of God, and pronounced by.bim Juſt , as. 
if- he had pzrfeQly kept the whole Law.in. his own perſon 3 and to 
hammer down theſe proud Juftitiaties, he concludes , that the only - 
round of this Juſtification of a ſinner betore God, is the obedience 
of Chriſt laid hold upon by Faith , and totally ſecludes good works 
from, having any caufal influence upon Juſtification 3 which he proves, 
bcfides many other Arguments, by. the mai PUR FEOPes - 4- 
raham... 
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* brahan: nd David. For if .any coutd have been juftified by works, 
"then ſurely Abraham 2nd David , perſons of ſo Eminent Holinef;, 
© had been juſt ified thereby , but not they, as he ſhews, Rowe 4, Ergo, 
none at-all. But S. Fames, on the other hand, had to do with a kind 
_ of Epicures, whoabuſing S, PaxPsDo@rine of. Juſtification by Faith 
 withouatthe works of the Law, niaintained there was noneceility of 
; good works, but only to profe(s Faith in Chriſt. This is S. Auſtin's 
obſerve, and not mine, in Pſal. 3 1+ Facobus vult corrigere eos qui Paus« 
' tum male -intelligendo , nolebant bene operari, de ſola fide preſumentes. 
So that thequeſtion-which S. James agitates is , whether there be a 
- neceſſity of good-works 3 which he reſolves affirmatively, and with- 
al atteſts, that though they be not the cauſes of our Juſtification be- 
- fore God , yet they are the inſeparable effes;of a Juſtifying Faith, 
and the Evidences of a Juſtified Eftate. For this end he brings in not 
- only the-example of , Abrah#; but alſo of Rahab, who of an Inf- 
del had been proſelyted to theFaith, yet the alſodemonſirated the 
' foundnels of her Faith, by her works of mercy to-the Servants of 
God. Thus the harmoby of theſe two"Apoſtſes may laculently ap- 
| pear 5, the Apoſite Pau! fſhews good works haye no cauſal influence 
upon Juſtification 3 the Apoſile F {mop teaches, that though they be 
not the cauſes, yet they demonſtrate the truth of a Juſtifying Faith : 
: ForasS, Auſtiafays, lib, de fide & operibus cap. 14. good works ſe- 
qunntur 7uſtificatum , non precedunt Juſtificandum that which fol- 
lows.Juftitication, Tai neither cauſally nor formally juſtifie, but well 
; -may evidgnce aJuftitied -Eftatez and this was all which S. James in- 
tended. But what need I more, their own Aquiuasin cap. 3+ Epiſt. 
ad Galar. Led. 4. expreſly confeſſes , quod bona opera n0n ſunt cauſa, 
quod aliquis fit juſtus apud Deum , fd potines executiones ff manifcs 
ftationes Tuſtitiz , that good works are not cauſes why any 15 juſt bee, 
fore God ,. but the executive demonſtrations of righteouſneſs , or of e 
- A gr» Fond I know there be many Cavils raiſed againſt this 
- by Bell.Wd other Advocates of the Romiſh Cauſe , hut they are co- 
*piouſly diſcuſſed by our Controverſifts , and lately Twrretinzs exer» 
. cit; de concord, Panli & Facobiin articulo Juſtificationis, | 


+ Proceed we now to the third and laſt place, '2 Theſe 2+ 13+ which 
the Pamphleter ſuppoſes to be clear for their unwritten Traditions : 
"It's indeed ordinary with Remaniſts, where ever they find menti- 
on of Traditions in Scripture, to draw it to their unwritten Tradi« 
tions : But this very place diſcovers their miſtake , for the Apoftle 
ſpeaks of Traditions. by Epiſtle, as-well as by-word 3 then fare there 
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are written Traditions. 1 know nothing that here- can'be objeQed, 
but cat he mentions Traditions, not only by Epiftle , but alſo by. 
word : To which Ianſwer , from this indecd it follows, that Do- 
drines of Faith were delivered to the Church of Theſſalonicz, both 
by word and writ : Tt holds out theſe two different ways by which 
Divine Truths were conveyed to them-from the Apoſtles 3 but it 
cannot be-concluded from this Scripture, that any Articles of Faith - 
were delivered by word to this Church of Theſſaloxics , which were 
not contained in the. Epiſtles written: to them , yet granting , that 
ſome Articles of Faith had been Orally delivered to them , which. 
were not contained in theſe two Epiſiles to the Church of Theſſalo>: * 
nica, yet nothing can be inferred againſt us, except he could prove 
that theſe Articles were not to be found in any other Scripture, Let 
this Pamphlcter, if hecan, give us an account of the Articles of. © 
Faith Orally delivered to-+the Theſſalonians, which are not to be 
found either in theſe Epittles, or in any other Scripture 3 if he can- 
not, which nu Romanitts as yet have been able todo, let them once. 
learn fo acknowledge ,- that this Scripture makes nothing for them, - 
I muſt remember him that Bell. confeſſes, 1ib. 4. de verb. Dei cp. 11. 
that the Apoſtles committed to writing whatever- was neceſſary. either 
then jt muſt be acknowledged theſe Traditions are not neceſlary, or + 
elſe, according to Bel}, they muſt be delivered in the written words 
Cardinal Perroz, as | find him cited by M, Chillingworth, in his Prote- 
ſtauts ſafe way, cap. 3+ Sed. 46. conjecFures, that the Tradition, of. ' 
which the Apoſtle here ſpeaks 5 was of the hinderance of thecoming 
of Antichrift, . Grant that the Cardinal hath hit right , yet ſeeing - 
neither he, nor the Romiſh Church , can give an account what that 
hinderance was which the Apoftle meant , it fill appears, how :un=» 
ſure a Traditive conveyance is , and that the knowledge of that hin- 
devance cannot be neceffary now , or a: point of Faith, ſceing God: ' 
hath permitted it to be loft. ——_ = | 
Pag. 63. and 64. the Pamphleter urges, 1hat Hereticks,, ſuch* as © 
Arrians, Eutychians, Manichees,; Neſtorians, Valentinians, aud Apol» 
livarilts , by collating Scripture with Scripture , did confirm their bla- - 
ſphemons Herefies:: Bat what is that to the purpoſe ? Dothit there-' 
tore follow, that collating; Scripture is not a mean for tinding oat 
the true- ſenſe of Scripture ? Mipht-be not as well argue, that bee - 
cauſe ſome by eating do poyſon theeaſelves, therefore cating is not a 
rnean to preſerve the life of man 3 or becauſe ſome Hereticks have 
brought the Teſtimonics of Fathers , Councils , yea, and alſo of 
: | Popes 
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: Popes to confirm their Hereſics, therefore none of thoſe docontri- 
bute to find out'the true ſenſe of Scripture? It is Blaſphemy ' to. Gy, 
that reading or collating of Scripture, is the. proper/cauſe of Here» - 
; fie. $ Aufln afſigns far different cauſes, when. lib. de #til« cred, 
caps 1+ he detines an Heretick to be one, qui alicijus temporalis: comer. 
modi & maxime glorie principatuſque ſui gratia, falſas ac novaropi= 
niones vel gignit vel ſequitur : Where he holds out, that it's from 
- Pride; Avarice, orſome {uch vicious Principle, and not from reading 
or collating Scripture, that men adopt Heretical, Opinions 3 and- 
having once eſpouſed them, they pervert Scriptures'to make-them 
appear plauſible ; © Certainly all mifanterpretations of. Scripture pro- 
. ceed from ſome prave diſpoſition , cither in the Underſtanding, or 
+ Will : And our Saviour made uſe of_collating Scripture, Matth. 4. 
. as the choiceſt mean to confute ſophiſtical arguings from Scripture. 
Is there' any of the groſs inferences of Arrzans, Neſtorians, Manie 
chees, &c. which Fathers , and latter Divines, have not confuted by 
- Scripture ? Dothnot Popery drive this Pamphleter to a great height 
of Blaſphemy , when he dares affirm, that ay Arrian Coebler impuge 
ning the Tranſubſtantiality of the Son of God with the Father , cannot be 
eonfuted by the Scripture ? Docs he mean, that a. Jeſuit transfiguring, 
himſelf into theſhape of a Cobler , (.as. ſome are ſaid to have done, 
for indeed they can turn, themſelves to all fhapes_) hath learncd ſuch 
dexterity from'Lxcifer , as to maintain the-blaſphemous Hereie of 
Arrians ? Let him try his Acumen in anſwering the Scriptural Argu- 
ments which Bell. hath brought to prove the Conſubſtantiality of the 
Son of God , /ib. 1. de Chrifto, from cap.. 4. to g. incluſive. , Did 
not the Ancient Chriſtian Church confute Arrians, Neſtcrians, Euty* 
chians;&+c. from the holy Seripture? How weak is that inference of 
the Arrian; mentioned by the Pamphleter , that becauſe Chrijt prayed 
that bis Diſciples might be one, Joh. 17. therefore to conclude, that be 
and-the Father are one, ouly* in will and afſcion ?, Do not all the 
Scriptures which prove the Deity of Chriſt , and that the incommus. 
niceble Actributes off the Deity, are. applyable to him, demonſtrate 
 himtobe Conſubſtantial with the: Father ? His' other inſtance is no 
lefs ridiculous , from the Eutychians concluding, that the Humane Na- 
ture of Chrift 4s changed into tye Divine , becauſe, as its jaid, Joh. 1. 
the Word was made Fleſh: fo its ſaid, Joh 2+ that zbe Water was turned 
into Wine, If there were aty ſtrengch in that Argument, would it 
not rather follow, that the Divine N t. re was changed into the Hu: 
mane ? but the truth is , that neithe: fo llows : Fer after that the 
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"Water was made Wine, it retained no more the reciprocal proper- 
tics of Water 3 but after that the YYord was made Fleſh , the Eternal 
ncreated Word of God remained the Word, as bing immutable 
and the Fleſh, or his Humane Nature , remained Flcth ; And there- 
-forc he deſired the Diſciples totouch 81d feel him , that he had fleſh and 
bones , Luke 24+ 39. Were it proper here for me to digreſs to a con 
fatation of the reft of thoſe Hereticks mentioned by the Pamphleter, 
it were as cafie to ſhew their inferences to b2 ludibrious, and inconſe- 
.quential , without the affiftance of any infallible viiible Judge, which 
che-Pamphileter , and all the Romiſh Party , will not bz able to do, 
concerning the Protcftant Religion. Sure he mult be either a man 
of ftrong fancy, or cauterized Conſcience, who is bold to ſay, that 
' there cannot be ſo clear Scripture brought againſt the Real Preſence of 
Chriſt in the Sacrament , ( be means their Popiſh Tranſubftantiated 
Preſence) as the old condemned Hercticks brou2ht againſt the Tycarnati» 
01 of Chriſt : Nay, he ſhall find in its proper place , that their Dream 
. of 'Tranſubſtantfation may be confured, not only by other lucalent 
Scriptures, but alſo by theſe words of Chrilt, This is my Body (which 
they apprehend do moſt favour their Cauſe , and which the Pam- 
phleter ſays are ſpoken by the four Evangelifts , and by the Apdſile 
S. Paul: but it ſeems he is better acquainted with his Maſs-book, 
than with the four Evangelifts; for one of them, namely $S. Fobn, 
has not thoſe words) where aiſo my argament againſt M. Demfter, 
to this purpoſe, ſhall b2 vindicated from all his frothy Cavils: I know 
Fathers of old did prove the reality of Chrifts Humane Nature againſt 
Marcionites , from bis Symbolical Preſence in the Sacrament 3 tor if 
Sacramenta) Bread and Wine bez Types, Symhols, and Figures of hs 
BoJy and Blood , as they are termed by Fathers, then ſurely he had 
a real Body, and real Blood : Bat does it from this follow , that they. 
believed a Tranſubſtantiated Preſence? Nay, on the contrary , in as 
much as the Sacramental Bread and Wie are called by thcm Types, 
Figures, and Symbals of his Body and Blood, it appears they held 
them not to be his very Body and Blood. And here, by the way, 1 
| muſt adviſe him , not to expoſe his ignorance to ſuch publick view, 
as here he doth by citing S. Chryſift. Home 6. as3f Chryſoſt, had write 
ten Homilies but upon one placc of Scripture , ſuch Lax Citations 
will make people ſuſpe& , that J-ſuits are not fo well verſed in the 
Fathers, as they would make the world believe, 
From pag. 65. he- takes a deal of pains to tranſcribe long Citations 
out of Ds Feremy Taylor bis liberty of Prophecying , Seft. 4. and he - 
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Jjoyns with him Oftazder againſt-Melendon:1t might be enough to tell 
him, that the firlt Learned Author was ſenſible his Book deſerved 
an Apology » it was as fitly entituled, A liberty of Prophecying, as the 
Pamphlcters Book , Sco!ding witheut- Sebolarſhip : As the une diſco- 
vered more ſcolding, than either ſobriety or Scholarſhip, fo the 6+ 

- ther took more liberty than himſelf did aftcrwards allow. Quiſque 
ſus patimur manes. It appears by the Preface to his Polemicks, that 
in the mentioned Treatiſe, he diſputed the more ſceptically, tomake 
his Adverfaries leſs confident of their Opinions, and conſcquently 
more tender to himſelf, and others of his perſwafion, Whither the 
end propoſed will legitimate the mean , Caſuiſts may determine. A 
further Anſwer to D. Taylours Teſtimony , I leaveto be gut from 
D. Shirman ; for to him alſo this teſtimony of D- Teylor was ob- 
j Red by F. Fobaſon , caps 4. nume 23. only Ladd , that D. Taylor, 
notwithſtanding all his ſceptical diſcourſe in that Treatiſe, demon- 
ſtrates Sed. 1. the Scirpture to be-clear in Fundamentals , which he 
ſuppoſcs te be compriſed in the Apcfiolick Creed 3 and he brings 
Sc. 6, 7. ſufficient evidence againſt the Romiſh Infallibility both of 
Pope and Council: How ſolidly doth the fame D. Taylor in his 
Tradtite of the Real Preſence of Chriſt in the holy Sacrament , by 
conterring of Scriptures, confure their imaginary tranſubſtantiated 
Preſerc: \1 the Sacrament ? What ſhould 1 mention the wonnds he 
hitligiven to their whole Cauſe in his difſwaſives, I am little con-+ 
cerned in the teſtimony alledged from Ofiander againſt 'MelanGon, for 
It's but too well known, that Andreas Ofiander , of whom I ſuppoſe 
the Pamphleter ſpeaks, did unhappily ingaze himſclt in ſome Para- 
doxal D-bates with his own Brethren : Neither can his owt 5on, 
Lucas Ofiander, in Epit. Hiſts Eccleſs Cent. 36. page 554+ deny it ; And 
what it his over-eager purſait of thoſe Paradoxal Nations did drive 
him upon ſome unadviſed exprefſions, concerning the interpretation 
of holy Scriptures ? can the Pamphleter maintain all the expreſſions 
which have dropt from thoſe of their own Party.? 1 doubt. it he can 
name one Controverfie betwixt them and. us, concerning which 
they arc not ſubdivided among themſclves . how then .can he rati» 
onalty demand of me to defend every thing that hath fallen from the 
Pcn of a Paradoxal Lutheran , whoſe Hcterodoxics have been noted 
by thoſe of his own Party ? Did 1 not ſignitie in my tenth Paper a- 
gault M. Demſtcr, pag. 218, 219. that it's the Reformed Religion, a- 
greed upon by the Proteſtant Churches in the harmony ef ther con- 
tcfſtons, which I defend, and hope to make good , not only wor 
| U 
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* fach a $cribler as this Pamphleter, but alſo agaiaſt the whole Chis 
_ clave of Rome« | 
His digreſſion concerning @ private ſpirit, from page #9. te 952, bes 
ing wholly impertinent , 1 judge unworthy of an Anſwer ; Haw 
oft have Proteltants declared to the world, they build not their 
Faith on private Enthuſiaſms, or ſecret obje&ive Revelations ?' This 
they leave to Quakers , and to the Romiſh infallible. viſible-Judge, 
who having no cxternal infallible Rale to walk by, muſt proceed up- 
on theſe : But the Rule of our Faith, is the pablick external tefti- 
mony of the Spirit in the Scriptures. If under a pretence of exclu- 
ding a private ſpirit , he exclades a difcretive judgment, he excludes 
the uſe ot- Reaſon , which Faith always preſuppoſes z or if he ex« 
clude the neceffity of the Spirits affiſtance , by way of an efficient 
cauſe for aſſenting to Divine Truths recorded in Scripture, he turns 
Pelagian, and coutradias his own Authors, who ar: conſtrained to 
acknowledge it. As for any further uſe of -a-private ſpirit , I had 
almoſt {aid of a Familiar : when he hath cleared his Popes, and infal- 
lible-Judges of it , we ſhall be near a ſettlement, as to that thing. An 
excellent and large account of the teſtimony of the Spirit, what it 
is, and how farit is neceflary to the belief of the Scriptures, as alfo 
of thentrinſick evidence of the Scriptures, is given by the Learne 
ed Amyrald 11.Theſ. Salmur. loc. de teftimonio Spirits Sandi. Sce al- 
'{o lec. de Author. Scripts k 
From page 72+ he talls upon the @«:{ti14 of the Fudge of Contro* 
verſies > Wherein whether he doth not diſcover bcth foul and fooliſÞ 
work, , a5 he is pleaſed to objze to me, page 14+. the Reader may 
judge : Firſt then he ſays , Scripture cannot be the Fudze of C-ntro= 
verſies , as M. Menzies will have, Let allthe Papers betwixt M.Dej;* 
fter and me be xead, and it ſhall not be found, that ever I aſſerted 
the Scripture to be Judge of Controverſies : Indced, I do afſert the 
Sc: ipture to be the Ground and Rule of Faith 3 and I ſuppoſe when 
Proteſtants afhrm the Scripture to be Judge of Controverlics, they 
mean no more. But becauſe I knew how apt Papiſts are to cavil ups 
on the term Fxdge, Idid ever purpoſely wave it : -But this is the 
Jeluitical Caadour he hath uſed in all his Criminations againkt 
mc. | 
The Genius of this Scribler will yet more appear, by his ſtating of - 
this Quettion betwixt Romaniſts and us, page 75. which he pro- 
pounds thus; Catholick, Romans , faith he, build their belief upon 
Scripture , not taken as they fancy, * as explained by Apoltolical Tra- 
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dition, conſerved in the Church , and the unanimns conſent of the F as, 
thersz and if any doubt ariſe of both theſe, ox the general definition. 
and decifirn if the preſent Catholick, Church : But Protetants ( lays 
he?) (as M. Menzies holds ) ground their Faith on.Scripture which they. 
have correfed , or rather corrupted., as clear in it ſelf', or made clear. 
by diligent reading , and ;g2nferring of places , with prayers, and ( as. 
they imagine) a well-diſpoſed mind, that is a prejudicate Opinion. . It is 
hard to ſay whether he diſcover more. perverſeneſs of folly , in rc- 
preſenting the ſtate of this queſtion : Take thele few oblerves upon 
it. And hift, if Romaniſts build jtheir Faith-apox the Scriptures , as 
exponnded by Traditions, ec. then Scripture contains all DoCrines 
of Faith; and Traditions {.rve only to expound. the. Scripture: And 
yet he attitms , pag. 62+ There be Articles of Faith, ſuch as Perſons in. 
the Trinity, Secraments in the Church, &c. which be denies. to be. found 
in Scripture Either then, in this ſtate of the queſtion, he does not, 
declare the adequate ground of the Popiſh Faith, and {o-ſophiſticates 
with his Reader , when he would make him bclieve that they build 
all their Faith on Scripture, orclſe contradicts both himſelf, and the. - 
current of Romiſh Doors, who maintain .unwiitten Traditions, 
not only for expounding Scrjpturcs , but alſo tor..contirming. Articles. 
of Faith not contained in the Scripture. Secondly , He. dare not 
commit the explication of Scripture cither.to Traditjon, or.the una- 
nimous conſ:nt of Fathers; and therefore he keeps the definition of 
the preſtnt Church asa Reſerve, . in caſe of doubts concerning theſe, and 
ot- debts which my be m ved concerning the ſeuſe of Traditions , and 
of the teſt;monies of Fathers, And therefore all mult be ultimately re- 
{olved on the definition of the preſent Church, they mean the Po- 
piſh-Church : fo that when all comes to all, their Faith is built upon 
the word of their Pope, or Council, for nothing elſe can he mean by: 
their preſet Charch. But thirdly, ſceing, the deciſions of Faith are 
remitted zexto the. preſent Church , that is, Pope or Council , when the 
caſe is dubious concerning the (cnle of Scriptures, Traditions, and 
Fathers 3 what is now left to bea ground for the Churches detiniti- 
on, but citner Enthuſiaſm, or a Fancy ? So thar by this very liate of 
the queſtion , when its well poadered , the ground of the belief of 
the preſent Romilh © hurch, 15 becauſe ſhe fancies ſo. Fourthly , In- 
this ttzte of the queſtion, he ſpeaks as if Romanitts were all apreed 
. concerning the Rule of Faith, or Jadlge of Controverlies > the. con- 
rrary:\hercot 15 apparent from what we ſpake ; both in the tormer 
qu.[tto.tconcerining the infallible vitiole Judge, and alſo here con- 
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*6e Rule of Faith, 
cerning the Rule of Faith. Are M. JYbite, M. Serjeant, M, Holden, 


- Ruſhreorth, and other Patrons of the Traditionary way; of the ſame_ 


Opinion, touchtng the Rule of Faith, and Judge of Controvet ics - 
with Jeſuits >-Fifthly, Doth he not. repreſent us as building our 
Faith on corrypted Scriptures ? 1s not this an evidence of a moſt de- 
ſperate Cauſe , when we mult be ſo perfidiouſly repreſented ? $0 far 
are Pzoteſtants from buildiug on corrupted. Scriptures, that we aps 
peal to the pure Originals, and decline no mean for ficding out the - 
{cnſe of Scripture ever acknowledged by the Catholick Church. Yea, 
to cut off their Cavils of this kind, Learned Proteſtants, as M. Bax<- 
ter, Key for Cathdlicks, Part, 1: cap. 31. have cffered to diſpute the. 
Controverſies of Religion out of the Vulgar Latin-, or out. of the: 
Rhemiſts Tranflation, Sixthly , He wculd imply, #bat we had wo re* 
gard to Tradition , or #9 the conſent of Fathers, 1n this he belyes us e- 
eregioully ; We are.ſofar from excluding them from the means of 
expounding Scripture, that we. have a Venerable c{tcem of them, 
when a Tradition 1s truly tound to have been reccived by the whole 
Catholick Church in all Ages, and when Fathers-do unanimouſly 
conſent in Doctrines of Faith : But we muſt have further Evidence 
for an univerſally and perpetually received. Tradition or Doctrine u- 
nanimoutly approved by Fathers, then the partial teſtimony of the 
preſent particular and Apoſtate. Church of Rome. Dare Romanilis 
remit the Controverhies betwixt them and as: to thoſe Teſts of Apo- 
ſtolick Tradition , orunanimous conſeat of Fathers ? Have they A+ 
poſtolick Tradition for their. Adoration of kmages ,. Iavocation of 
departed Saints ,. {abitractinn of the.Cup from the people , Purgato« 
ry Fire , their Divine Authority.of Apocryphal Book, the Supremas 
cy. of the Popeabave Councils and: Princes, &e. none but either an 
Ignorant, or he whoſe Conſcience is Venal and Mercenary, can' af» 
firm it : But I may give a more particular account of theſe hereat- 
tcr.: I add but a feventh Note , When he mentions the means which 
we athrm ought to be-uſcd for finding out the true ſenſe of Scripture, 
ſuch asthe cor. ferring of places of Scripture and prayer ( which [I 
ſuppoſe none bat an Infidel can dilzllow ) he reckons forth a well- 


diſpeſed. mind , which he interprets a prejudieate Opinion. What 


Cardour I have met with, or am to exgect.trom them, let any judge, 
by. this their Commentary. upon. my words, when I require a well- 
diſpoſed mind to vhe r1gnt underftanding of the Scriptures; that is, 
faith my Adverfary, a prejudicate Opinion : Doth he nor diſcover 
himl<1t io hea perton to which his own Apocrypha Text $4p. 1+ 4+ 
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In animam malevolam non introibit Sapientia , may moſt fitly be ap. 
2 Page 73. He flouriſhes with an.old. Argument againſt the Scriptures 
| being Judge of Controverſies + The: Judge of Controverſie, faith he, 

onght to give aclear ſentence , which the learned and unlearned mayer 
nually underſtand , but thus d1th nt the Scripture , and to this purpoſe : 
- He alledges ſome teſ/3m22nies From S. Ambroſe, S. Auſtin, that there bz 

wonderful depths in Scriptures and from Vincentius Lyrinenſis, that 
Fertticks , ſuth as Novatus,Sabellius, Arrius, &c. have put various ins 
 terpretations wpan Scripture. To this Tan{wer tuft , Non #nfertur E- 
lenchns, thoughall this were granted, it only prov:s that Scripture 
15 not the Judge of Controverſies, which is not aſſerted by me; ncei- 
ther is it otherwiſe aſſerted by Proteſtants, then as the Law is faidty 
be a Julge. Hence was that of Ariſtotle Polit, lib, 4. cap+4+ By a4 
731 wv vauor cgye. meyray, the Scripture is only termed Judge, 
becauſe its the Law of the Supreme Judge , having an Authoritative 
Power binding upon the Conſcience, and it's honoured with the Ti- 
tle of a Fudge, both in Scripture. and. in the writings of Fathers, 
Joh, f. 43. The word that I have ſpoken. ſhall judge him. Joh. 7. 59. 
Doth our Law judge any man, ſaia Nicodemus, before it hear him? 
Hence S. Baſil Epiſt. 80. ad 'Euſt ich. 1 013715 © nulv Sramnoxre 
yeagh » and S, Auſtin de gre & lib, arb. cape 18. Sedeat inter nds Fus 
dex Apaſtolus Foannes. Bat all this is only fo to be underſtood, that 
it's the Law and ſentence of the Supreme Judge. I anſwcr ſecondly 
by retorfion ; -As many Hereticks put divers ſenſes upon Scripture, 
neither will they acknowleage themſelves to be condemned thereby 
ſo are there divers and'contrary ſenſes put by Romanilis upon the de- 
.. finitions of their pretended- infallible -Judgez neither will any of 
- ahem acknowledg,that thzir ſentiments|are condemned by the Pope or 
Council ; I could makea Yolum of inſtances of this nature, I only - 
pitch on two. And firft the Council of Trezt has defined, Sefſe 4+ 
c2þ+ 2+ that the Vu'gar Latin Verſion of the-Bible beheld as Authen« 
tick , and that none preſume to rcje& it upon whatſoever pretext. 
Habeatur pro Authentica Oh qu 'd eam emo rejicere quovis pretext 214 © 
deat ve! preſumat. Is this definition of the Council clear cither to. 
learned or unlzarned ? Knows he not the interminable debates of 
- Roman. ſts concerning the ſenſe of this definition ? -Doth not 425 
rius the ]:ſ\uit Tom. 1. Moral. libs 8. cap. 3. teſtifie , that Andreas Ve» 
gay Andradius, Sixtus Senenſi;, MelebiorCanus, and Lindangs mains 
tals, that the Council of Trext intended not to vindicate the Vulgar | 
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Verſion from all errours, either of Tcanſcribers, or of the Inferpre- 

rcrhimfelf , but only from groſ; errours relating toFaith and Man> 
ners. To theſe Calowizs crite ſac, de V, ulgate Verſionis. Anthoritate mi- 
nime Au:hentica. Se, 143. adds Driedo, Mariana,  Iſdore Clariur, 
Brngenſis, 7odocur, Ravenftein , but others as Azorius himſelf Lc. cit. 
Lud de Tena in Tſagog. ad ſcript, Ib. 1, difficul. 6. crþ. 1s &:.3. Pane 
al prefat.in Eccleſiaſtes cap. 15% Sect. 2. Gretſer defenſe Bell. libs 2. de 
verb. Dez cap- 11+ and many others hold, that the Valgar Verſion ts 
not tainted with the leaſt errourz and this D-bate was-..prolſccuted 
with ſuch animofity, that as Calovins reports Sed. 143+ out of Ma: 
riana , they impeached one another betore Judicatories with mutu- 
_ al Criminations, and a'Congregation of: Cardinals was delegated to 

explam the {cnſc of the Council; yet neither to this day i5that De> 
bate fiaiſheds Take another inſtance from the Bull of Pope Tanocent 
the Tenth, againtt the five Peopoſitions of Fanſenins , which the Je- 
ſuits apprehend to be. wholly-in their favours; and yet what various - 
ſenſes are-1mpoled thereon by the 7 anſeniſts, ray. appear-from the 
Dilquiztions of Pals Ireneus, ſubjoyned to the Notes.of Wendro- 
kius upon the Provincial Letters at Helm tad, Anno 1664+ Hence 1t 
follows ,. that 1t various ſenſes impoſed upon the ſentence. of a Judge, 
conclude that the giver of thoſe ſentences is not the Judge of Con- 
troverſics , then both Pope and Council are. alike to be, degraded = 
from being Judges. I anſwer therefore thixdly: , {That its enough 
that the' Supreme Judge give out Lw ſo clear, that. all Subjects mighc 
underſtand nis ſentences, if the diſability be.not from themſelves: 
And {uch are the Scriptures of God, though. the prejudices of 1n- 
fidel Jews will not let them underſtand that Feſws-is the | Meſtiahy - 
doth it therefore follow, -chat the Scriptures have not. cleaxly declared 
him to be the, Mefiab 2 or it Ehjanites and. Arripns, will, not ,ac- 
vealed to bethe true God 2-07 if $1cizans will not acknowledge him 
to have fatisficd Divine Jyies » 15 it not therefore clearly. enough r6- 
vealed im Scripture? The Pampileter ſpends Paper in vain, to prove 
the conſiſtency of the 'Law with a 44 5,tor that is nogdenied by Pro- 
teltants, weackhowledge that, Councils have a Judiciary.Power, and 
that the general ſentences of Scripture may. be applycd by, them. for - 
determining particular Controverfics ; But that which.is in queliion 
1s, whether Pope. or Council have an infallible affiance , whereof 
we muſt antecedently be aſcertajned ,, before we believe any Divine 
Truth, *Thisthe Pamphleter ſhould have proved, but that here he 
oth not once touch, Page - 
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« * Page 77- The Pamphileter raiſes no little duſt with ſors Citations 
of D. Field , eſpecially in his 136, 4. cap. 14, 18,19- as if be aſſerted 
the conſenting judgment of them that went befure us to be the Rule of + 
Faith, and not the conferring of places, nor looking to the Oraginals, 
and that never any Proteſtant taught otherwiſe ; for which the Pampble» 
ter would excommunicate me from the Proteſtant Churches. But who 
authorized him to declare who be Proteſtants, and who not , Ne ſu» 
tor ultra crepidzm : 1s there a (ſyllable in all my Papers derogating 
from the due eſteem of Fathers? Did I not ſtill offer to debace the 
truth of our Rehigion from Antiquity, as well as Scripture ? .Did-I 
not conclude their Religion ſputious, becauſe it diflers in its. Eflenti+ 
als from the Ancient Church ? I appeal all the Order of.-Jeſuits to let 
-me havean account” of Univerſal Tradition for Adoration of Ima- 
ges, half Communions, Apoeryphal Scriptures, the Popes Supremacy, 
the neceſſity of an infallible viſible Judge , &c. How ſcurvily is 
'D. Field dealt with by theſe men ? Does not the: Do@or complain, 
Append. ad lib. 5. Part. 2.$c@. 5. that for what he-had written con- 

cerning theRule of Faith ,- he was cenſured by.Rowmaniſts as framin 

a new R:ligion'for Sir Thom.zs Mores Utopia 3 yet this Pamphleter, on 
the other hand, makes theſe Aﬀertions of D. Field to be the Standard 
of the Proteſtant "Religion : It is a falſhood,, that D. Field makes 
conſent with tboſe who went before us to be the only Rule of Faith, or the 
{inequonon for interpreting of Scripture : for libs cap. 1 4. he reck- 
ons forth ſeven Rales of Faith, and that comes but in towards the 
Rear, "Again, in cap. 19. he enumerates ſeven means for finding out 
the ſenſe of Scripture; among which, the knowledge of Original 
"Tongues, and conferring Texts, are not omitted. Yea, cap. 17 he 
politively aſſerts with Cajetay, Andradins, Fanſenius, Maldonat, that 
-xn interpretation of Scripture, we may go contrary to the torrent of 
Antiquity 'and he concludes them highly unthankful to God:, who 
will deny that ig this laſt'Age the true ſenſe of ſundry Texts of 
Scripture is found out. It's too groſs a Cheat which the Pamphletcr 
would put upon his Reader , wherewith the paſſages cited concern- 
ing the Rule of Faith, the conferring of Scripture, and conſulting the 
Ortginals', he adds theſe words-, that never did any Prateſtant teach 
otherwiſe 5 whereas D! Fel] ſubjoyns 'thetm in another Sed. to'a 
ſ{centence' of Tirices. Bat let him make what he will of D. Field's 
' teſtimony, dare Romaniſts own all the Aſſertions of Gerſon, Cajetait, 
Caſſan'ter, Clemanges, Picherell, Eſpencens, @c. who were famous men 
in the L1tin Church y it they dare, they muſt condemn the preſent 
” Pooch. Parzhs on ne Kor en oe 
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Syftem of the Romiſh Faith 3 if they dare not, why then preſ; they 
me with ſingular Afertions of D. Field, or D. Taylir 3 ought they 
.not to deal'as they would be dealt with ? 

"Page 79+ He cites a Relation of Reſeins de Atheiſmo., that in the 
ſpace of 60 years there were 60 Synods all agreeing on the Scripture as 
the Rule, yet parted without concordance. Anſw. If this be that 
"Staniſ[2ns Reſeius mentioned: by Poſſevin in apparate he appears: by 
his Book entituled M3niftro-Machia, to be a malevolous perſon, and 
conſequently not worthy of credit ; But though the truth of the xe- 
lation were admitted, yet it derogates nothing from the Scriptures 
beiug the Rale of Faith; it only fpeaks forth cither the weakneſz'of 
-mens judgments, cr theſtrength of their-paſſions. Does not Naz#+ 
axzen complain, that in his time he had never ſecn the good ifſue 
of any Synod ? yet thea the Controverſie was not of the Rule of 
Faith, but of material obje&s of Faith. Though Romanifts pretend 
to have advantages for-terminating Controvelics by their infallible 
vilidle Judge , yet have they not been able to terminate the debates 
.of Teſaitsand Dominicans de gratia, or of Franciſcans and Domz- 
nicaus concerning the Conception of the Virgin Mary, or betwixc 
Molinifts and 7anſeniſti:: How many debates have been at the Court 
- of Rome about theſe things, and yet the difſentions are as wide as 
evey.] Themſclves therefore muſt confeſs, that the continuance: of 
debates doth not always refie& upon the Rule of -Faith , but often 
flow from mens intereſts, or prejudicate Opinions. | 
| Towards the cloſe of that page he cites a paJage from Termullian, 
lib. de preſcript. which ſounds very harſhly , That i# diſputing ot of 

Texts of Scripture there 34 no good got-, b:at either to make « man ſick, 
or mad. What if I ſhould do as Bell. (5b. 1. de Chrifto cap. g. 119+: 4+ 
de Pontif« cap. 8, and lib. 1. de Beat. Sax. cap. 5. wh rezeas Ter- 
r#llians teftimony, when it makes againſt him, as of an Heretick and 
Montanift ? yet I will not be ſo brick. That Golden Book 6t Pre- 
ſcriptioas was written by him, before he turned Mont anif : And as 
Davenant ſays, de Fu. comrover|. cap. $. totus noſter eft , is wholly for 
us 3 for in it he overturns the Foundation of Popiſh unwritten Tra* 
ditions 3 namely, that rhough the Apoſiles preacte1 unto all, things 
that are neceflary to be belicved , -y.t there were ſome (ecret myſte* 
ries which they delivered only to ſome that were more perfe&. 
This Tenctnow owned by Papiſts : Tertw!lian charges upan Herc* 
ticks, cap. 25 Confitentur Apoſtolos nibil ignoraſſe, nec diverſa inter ſe 
predicaſſe , ſed non omniz volunt illis omnibus revelaſſe, queiam palane 
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& univerſis , quedam ſtereto & paucis demandaſſe: And in confatati- 
on of them; cap. - 27+ he ſubjoyns , _Incredibile eſt vel ignoraſſe paſts - 
los plenitudinem predicationis, vel non omnem ordinem T.egu'e omnibus 
edidiſſe. If you then ask what meant Tertullian by the words cited in 
the Objeflion;” Anſwe He is ſpeaking of Hereticks , who either did 
reje& the Scriptures , or did mutilate and corrupt them, or did re- 
curto unwritten Traditions 3 and therefore immediately after the 
words cited by the Pamphleter , Tertllian adds, cap: 17. Its He- 
refis non recipit quaſdam Scripturas , & fi.quai_recipit adjedtionibus & 
detraGivnibus al diſpiſuionem inftitati ſui. invertit. 1 contels there 1s 
little profit in arguing againftſuch from Scripture : We do not ar- 
gue from Scripture againſt Infidels, who deny Scripture. Tertullian 
therefore is ſpeaking of ſuch Hereticks, who arc not to be admitted 
to Diſputation , which lib. 1. cont. Marcion. caps 1+ he calls Retraa- 
tr; but with whom preſcription is to be ufed: Now Preſcription 
ſignifies a Legal Exception, whereby an Adverlary is kept off from 
Litis-conteftation. Had Tertwllian univerſally condemned arguing a» 
gainſt Hereticks from Scriptue as folly and madne(s, he had con- 
victed himſclf of this evil, who argues ſo frequently fcom Scripture : . 
Yea, lib. de carne Chriſti cap. 7: he is ſo pexemptory as ta ſay, Nox re» 
cipio .quod extra Scripturam de- uo infers 3 and lib. de: Reſur, car nis 
cap«.3. Aufer Herenicis que cum Etbnicis ſapiunt ut de Scripturis ſolis 
queſtiones ſnas ſtatuant & (fare non piſſunt, Well might. Tertullian, - 
who lived a little atter the Apoſtles, Appeal to the DoQtrine of Apo- 
ſtolick Charches , the DoGrine having been ill that time preſerved 
pure in them: But now the caſe is greatly altered, after the ſuccel> 
tion:of ſo many Ages, all theſe Apoſtolick Charches have been ſtained 
with Errours,. by the acknow!eJgment of the Roman, except her 
{{f, and others are ready to affirm no leſs-of her , and perhaps up- 
on. as ſolid ground : Yet-when Tertw!liay appeals to Apoſtolick Chur- 
ches, he enumerates cap. 36. the Churches of Corinth, Philippi, Theſ- 
falonica and. Epheſus, no lefs thin the Roman z, ſothat heattributes no 
more Authority to her; than to others. | | | 
L:ſtly, pzg- 32. afterhe. had repeated what had\been examined. in 
the former Scttion, that Religion was before Scripture : He asks, if 
Proteſtants be aſſured by Scriptures of what tie believe ,, why may. not 
Romaniſts atſo, ſecing they likewiſe -read4 Scripture, pray, and confer 
places > are more .numerons, acute, learned, want Wives, roork Miracles, 
and convert Nations, Here be very big words , Seſqui- pedalii verba :; 
But way not | firl} ule. retorfion thus Arc, Romaniſts perſwaded 


. from 
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from Fathers, Councils, or Traditions, of what. they believe? Why 
then-may not Proteſtants, who read Fathers and Councils as well as 
they , and ſearch after thoſe things which are conveyed by Univer 
ſal Tradition; and [ hope” Proteftatrs are not contemptible , either 
for number orlearning {though we do not” reliri& the Catholick 
Church to thoſe who go-underithe denomination of Proteſtants 
and beſides, our DodGrinal principles have an eminent. tendency to 
Holineſs. May not 7anſexiſts and Dominicans ſay , they ſubmit their 
D-arine to an infallible Judge, as well as Jeſuits ; that they read and 
conſider the Bulls and Definitions of Popes as well as Jeſuits?why then 
ſhould not they be as cspable to find the true ſenſe of theſe Bulls and 
Definitions as-Jeſuits? Yea, might not Heathens have uſed this Argu- 
ment againſt the Ancient Apoſtolick Churches , for the number of 
Heathens were greater, and their Learning not inferiour , nor want- 
ed they pretended Miracles? Doth not this retorfion diſcover the 
frothineſs of theſe Topical Rhetorications ? But (econdly, theſe vain 
Clamours may be {ufficiently confuted with that word of our Savi- 
our , Matth. 11.25. and that of the Apoſtle, x Cor. 1. 20. Where is 
the Wiſe? Where is the Scribe ? Where is the Diſputer of this World ? 
Hath not God made fooliſh the wiſdom of this World ? And ver.26,27» 
Te ſee your Calling Brethren, how that not many wiſe men, &c. Is 
there any Society-in the World, among whom there be more politick 
carnal interclls to byafs the judgments of men, than in the Romiſh 
Church ? 'Are there not many ſecular advantages to entice men of. 
acute parts-to improve their faculties to ſupport che Papacy ? Are 
not Romaniſts alſo armed with Power to territie and aftright thoſe 
that would whiſper againſt them? 'What ſeverities have been exerci= 
{cd by their Inquifition to keep up their iritereſt ? Hath not Popiſh 

Rome exceeded Heatheniſh Rowe in her Cruelty. '$ 
Did tale immanes unquam geſſiſſe feruntur | 

 Vel Schinis ithmiaca pinus, vel rupe proſunda 

Sciron, vel Phalaris tauro, vel carcere Sylla? 
O Mites Diomedis equi, Bufiridis are __ 
© Clementes, tu Cinna Pins, tu Spartace lents + 
war 55, _ TT aa 

Are they not addebted to Proteſtants' for much of their, L-arning &, 
What groſs ignorance did cover the World till the | pos ven 
Though Romnſh Pricfts have not Wives, yet, want they Concubines, 
Nephews, oriNieces? What differ theit pretended. Miracles arg the: 
lying Signs aud Wonders.ſpoken of 2 7 ef: 2+ 9, Are they at- pains 
© Y1N 2 to 
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to Pro-felytcothirs? Did not-che Pharifees ſo? Yet I ſhould be loath:. 
to blame their-Zzal in thac, if they were not more zealous for the.. 


Rotnilh Intercſt, than forthe common concerns of Chriſtianity, But - 


isit not evident that they haye abuſed the World by Rommncick Fieti» 
ons, as Hillorics of real Converſions ? At this time, that one inſtance 
my fi. ffize of the marycllous Hiftory of the Coprein Leffy , which Þ: 
had in French from-2n excellent and. learned perſon , D. Ladovick, 
Gordon, M. D. a Sonof the Renowned Family of Stralousb, who al- 
ſo.in regard of my unskilfulncſs in the French Tongue , was at the 
pains to draw up an Epitome of -the. {aid Hiftoryin Engliſh: out of. 
the French, , This Biſtery paſlts (o current in Itz/y and France, that it 
i5.tranflated from the Italian Tongue to the French by the Prince do- 
Ferm?, and is approved by DaQtors of the. Faculty of Paris F. Toes - 
Pinford, and F. Charles Thebanlt : And the wonderful Conveilions . 
by.the Capucin have been objeed to Pruteſtant Gentlemen travelling 
in. Ttaly , as ſome of them(ſclves have related, not only to me, but - 
alſo to others.. 1 ſhall not trouble the Reader with all thc ladibrious - 
Fictions concernivg that Capuciz, as that he was the. Son of Count 
Ly, .Baron of Torrie and Moximurk,, or concerning the deſcription. 
ot 'Monimusk,, as a great City, &c. I only notice that there its rela» 
ted, that this Capxciy ſheuld have converted. 4000 to the Rorrith . 
Faith, betwixt.Monimack and Aberdene: Iftheir 1 009co converted 
in.Chixa, and the Tadies, be ike the 4,000 converted at Aberdene and. 
Monimusk, they may be Inhabitants for Sir. Thomas. Mare's Utopia : 
Let the Inhabitants of Abergexe judge by. this notorious .untruth 
what Faith is to be given to Romiſh Legends. .. This brings to my 
mind a paſſage of the Author of the. Hiftory of Cardinals, Port: 1+ 
lib. 2+ pag. 61. Upon the day (faith he) that is dedicated 20 S. Francis 
Xaverius, inthe preſence of four or five Cardinals, and in Rome it 
ſelf, I beard a Jeſuit preach 3n the praiſe of that Saint among the 
reſt of bis Elogies, this was one, tbat be bad baptizid a million, and a 
Iu fred and eight thouſand Souls in the Indies : Baty faith the Aathor, 
I ans of opizzon be ſearce baptized any. aud my, reaſon is, becauſe at © 
this time there is not one handred thouſand Chriſtians in all the Indies: 
$o-that had it been tre that Xayerius hadbaptized fo-many, the nune- 
ber would have been encreaſed , eſpecially the way having been open, ſince - 
that time, to the Spaniard, Portugal, Evglith, Hollander , e1d- all. 
Chriftzays whatſoever ; By. which it .may be evident , that the. more. 
ptadent among themlelves arc ſenſible how | they cheat the World 
with Romances, But to ſhut.up .this Chapter, if, Romanifs have 
Ba Tt Oy WH ns Fm more. 


| Of Fundamentals. . 
more knowledge of the Scriptures than we , why are-they ſo'afraidt 
| to have Controverſies decided by Scripture ? Why faifer they not 
their people to ule the” Seripttire 2*Were it biit for the indignitics 
which they put upon'the holy Scripture, and for ſctring up a Pope 
as Head ot the Catholick Church, and his Dxtinitions as the Rule of 
Faich, is it oot juſt wich God to give thent upto ftrong delulions 
to believe lyes 2 = 
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CAP, IV, 


ADiſconrſe of Fundamentals 5 Wilh. ſome Refle& ion T 01 the - 
. Contradidions, Impertinencies, and Falfhoods of the Ro-- 
miſh Pamphleter in his Se. 5, 


{He Pamphlcter in the inſcription of his Se&. 5. page 83+ - 
whinuates , that the Fundzmentals of Religion are clearly - 
revealed in Scripture; yet page 99, and 105. he diſputes - 
| with all the force he can, that there be Fun#:mentals not at - 
og in Scriptare : S\ $killed is-he in contradiing him- -- 
ſelf. | £ 
There is nothing which ſtartles Modern Romanifts more, than the .: 
diſtin&tion of Fundamentals and non-Fundamentals , or Eſſentials - 
and Integrals in Religion : Nor can Iſee any other reaſon, but be- 
cauſe the diſtinQion, when its clearly penetrated; and well improved, .. 
doth diſcover-the Schiſmatical- and imperijous uſurpation of the .. 
Church of Rene, and ccntributcs exceedingly to the clearing of the 
Unity of the Catholick Church , notwithſtanding of the differcaces. 
that may be among particular Churches ; whereas. the Church of : 
Rome, like that Gyant Procrxſtes , would be excluding all from the 
_ Catholick Church, who do not in all things come vp to her mea- - 
ſure : 1 hope therefore, it may be .of. ſome uſe; to unfold a little of . 
the nature of this diſtinQion. 
But firſt | muſt take ſome notice of an invidious- repreſentation of - 
the diviſfkons of Proteftants, concerning. the number cf Fundamen- - 
tals, made by the Pamphleter pag. 84. Some , ſays he, ſuppoſethem to. - 
be contained in the Creed, ſome in the Decalogue', ſome in tbe Lords. 
Prayer, ſome in all joyntly; ſame to theſt add the Sacraments, Had 
he looked homeward, .he might have found that which would _ 
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made him lay his hand on his mouth : Can they-agree among'them- 
{elves , how many Articles are neceſſary » .2ceſſitate medii, to be ex. 
plicitly believed ?. Dothey not-altercate'among themſelves, whether 
now in the daycs of the Goſpel ,. it be neceſſary, to believe the Tris 
nity, and the Myſtery of the Incarnation? Is not the negative main- 
tained by Medzna, Vega Zumel, Suarez,yTurrizn, Hurtado, Lore, all 
whom Lxgo both cites and follows Trad. de fide, diſp« 12. Sef.q+N: 91s 
although taey be contradicted by Melchior Cannes, Ledeſma,Caſtro, Ban- | 
nez,&cs as theſame Lugs acknowledgeth, N. $3. Do they not dil- 
pute among themſelves, if it be neceflary to believe any thing expl1- 
citely ? Doesnot Azor Toms 1- Inftit, Mhrdl- lib. $. cap. 6-que 1. bring 
in Dire and Refſel maintaining, that its enough ts believe what the 
Church believes, though explicitely nothing in particplar be believed? 
Yet hereinalle they are contradicted by Sylvizs, Navarre and Azorius 
himſelf, Can the Pamphleter give an inventory of all, that their 
Church hath ſo impoſed under pain of Anathema's, as to make Fun- 
damentals to her Diſciple;? Row then have theſe men a face, tachal- 
I:nge cthers of - their diviſions, about the number of Fundarnentals.? 
Had th: Pamphleter conſidered the diſtinction betwixt credenda, fa- 
cienda, petenda, he would have ſeen theſe forementioned ſeeming dit- 
hculties among . Proteſtants were not ſo hard tobe reconciled, It one 
{aid th2 Creed contains ſuwmmum credendorum, the Decalogue, faciens, 
doram, and the Lords Prayer, petendorum, If ſome have reduced the 
Sacrameun's to an Article. of the Creed , iter credenda, others ta-a 
Precept of the Dccalogue inter faciend, the contrariety is not ſo great 
as the Pamphleter would infinuate. - Neither do all Perſons take the 
word Fuxdamental in the ſame reſtriflive ſenſe. Hence Parewus in 
Irenico cap. 29. alter he had branched forth the Fundamentals .intq 
four hcads, the D:calogue, the Creed, Lords Prayer, and Sacraments, 
fubjoyns in bis ipfis tamen Capicibut, ciſciimen aliquod.eſſe poſſe liben- 
ter etiam conceſſerimns, nam alia aliis magis vel minus ad ſalutem ſunt 
neccſſarie. CN wet | | 
.: reduce the Pamphleters diſorderly diſcourſe of Fundamentals 
mto ſome method , | ſhall bricfly enquire into thele erght things, 
1- Whether there be ground for. the diltin&ion of Furdamentals, 
cr Non Fundamentals , or of Eficntials and Integials in Religion? 
2. Whether all Fundameutals be-clearly contained-in Scripture ? 
3+ Whether every thing which the Church impoſes to be believed as 
an Article of Faith, bxecone on that. very, account a, Fundamental? 
4+ Whether there. was a neccllity of determining the preciſe pum: 
| ber 
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ber of Fundamentals, for deciſion of the controverſic betwixe Mr, 
Dempſter and the Author ? 5. ' Whether the Popiſh Religion be inju» 
' rious'to the Fundamentals of Chriſtianity? 6; Whether the Walden- 
ſez, Wickleviſts, and Huſſites' were of the ſame Religion as co Fun- 
damentals with Proteſtants? 7. Whether do the Greek Churches 
agree' with Proteſtants as to Fandamentals, $8, Whether the Re- 
ligion of Proteſtants be: openly againſt Gods Word, and contrary 
” the Fundamentals of Chriſtianity , as the Pamphteter -does als 
ledge ?- | 
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Phether there be: ground for the diftindion of Fundamentals aud Non'- 
Fundamentals, - or of Efſcntials and Integrals 3x Religion. - 


A Hat there be no logomachy concerning the ſubje& of the preſent 

* Diſpute, I ſhall ſeek no other deſcription of a Fundamental 
Verity in Religton, -than-- that which the Pamphletcr gives page 90» 
It is, faith he, either that which makes us believe all 'the reft, or with- 
out tbe expreſs knowledge-and beliefe thereof, none can be ſaved. Now 
this being the notion of Fundamental Truth, Iconceive it cannot be 
aflerted rationaHy,.-that all Truths of the-Chriſtian Religion are Fun- 
damenta). If by Fundamental be underſtood, that for which other 
Articles are to be believed, then ſure we muſt ſuppoſe, there be other 
particulars which are bclieved for that. As there is a formal Object 
and Rule of Faith, fo thereare diſtin& maferial Obje&s of Faith. 1f 
therefore a Fundamental and the formal Obje& 'er Rule of Faith, 
which is the reaſon for -which the reſt are belicved , be one-and the 
ſame, then as many material Objects as there be in Chritiianity, 
there be as many Non-Fiindamentals.+ If you take a Fundamental 
for that, without the explicite belief whereof none can be ſaved, I 
am ſure likewiſe , there be many Non-Fundameatals in Religions 
Elſe the Romiſh implicite Co!liar\, and all who walk in his Footfteps, 
as do the plurality of their Communion, muſt be damned eterrally. 
If all Truths of the Chriltian Religion were of abſolute necetiity to 
Salvation, and Fundamenta)s, what meant the Apoſtle 1 Cor.3.11,12-+ 
to diſtinguiſh betwixt the Foundation, and Gold, Silver, and Preci- 
ous Stones built thereupon ? There be then precicus Truths built 
upon the Foundation, which yet are not the Foundation, Or what 
meant the Author to the Hebrewes cap. 6.v. 1+ by that foundation 
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of Repentancefrom dead Works, and: 


IN Uead.. {. Faith -(0ward: God, when! 
he is quickening them to purſue after other *Teuths? IF all Arti- 
_ cles of Faith be Frmdamental, and theexplicite belief thereof abſo- 
- lately neceſſary to Salvation, than who-.ever did live. or. dic in 
error of Religion were damned eternally. -What «hen ſhould become 
of the believing multitude of «whom faid S.; Auſtin lth. cont: Epifte 
Fundam. cap. 4+.Turbam nonintelligend; vivacitas ſederedendi fimpli- 
_ citas tutiſimam facit, and fo may be obncxious to many errours in 
Religion. But what ſpeak. I of the Multitude ? What did b:come 
of all the Fathers, -who.were leavened with the Millenary error, of 
whom. an account: may be received from Sixtus Senenfis lib. 5. Bibl- 
an108- 233+ and-1ib- 6. annet. 347. or of the Fathers who denyed 
that the Souls of: Juſt. men are admitted 'to the beatifique Viſion be« 
- fore the day of, Judgement, of whom a Liſt may be had from Sexenſes 
lib. 6+Bibl. Annot. 345 What did become of Tertullisn, Cyprian, 
Firmilian, Deny's of Alisxandria , who maintained rebaptizatiom ? 
-What became of Auſtize, Innocent the i,,and others, who, as MMl- 
 donat witneſſes in Foby 6. 53. affirmed the Excharift was neccflary ty 
the ſalvation of Infants? Wereall theſe Fathers darnned eternally ? 
Surely cither the points about which they erred were not Fundamen+ 
- ta), or theſe Errors have damned the Fathers of the Church eternal- 
ly. Do we not know but in part, 1 Cor. 13. % Woo can underſtand 
bis Errors, Pla). 19.4 2+ If eyery Error did plunge men into Dame 
nation, who then couldbe ſaved. \ 
I know the ordinary reply, That the Church then hd not explicitely 
declared againſt theſe Errors, and therefore though ihe Errors concerning 
. the Milleninm, the excluſion of $eints from tbe Beatifique Viſion, Rebap+ 
tizgtion}, the neceſſity of the Euchariſt , be Herefies now, in regard of 
of "OY 6 JST of the Charch, yet were not in the dayes of the Fathers, 
This {uppoles another abſard Error, which 1 hope Se. 3. to con+ 
fate, vize T hat the declaration of the Church makes points to be Funda- 
menal, and conſequently , the baſis falffag, the Superttruture can- 
not ſtand, At prelent 1 onely argue thus, if thefe points b: Funda- 
wental now, which were not in the dayes of the Fathcrs, than 
the Chriſtian Religion 1s not the fame now which it was, nor make 
we up one Catholick Church with them, Their Religion and ours 
differ ng in Eſſentials. It the Roman Church be that Catholique 
Church whole declaration makes Articles Fundamental, did not the 
and Stephen the Biſhop of Rexe declare explicitcly againſt $, Cyprian 
in ihe peint of Rebaptization ? It ſhoald therctore tollow that St, 


Cyprian, 
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Eyprian, and the reſt who joyned with him had erred Fundamen- 
tally. Yet the Catholick Church holds them for Saints, for Firmz- 
lian isSainted ji the Calendary of the Greek Church , and Cypriarx 
' im the Diptychs both of the Eiftern and Weſtern Church: And 
thercfore. theſe errours, notwithſtanding of the Church of Romer 
Declaration , were not Fundamental. It's a diſingenuous evation of 
Bell. lib. 4. de Pont. cap. 7. to (ay, that Pope Stephen though he wit- 
nefſed his diſlike with Cyprians Opinion of Rebaptization , yet ne- 
ver declared it an errour contrary to Faith ; How then did Srepher: 
not only threaten them who perliſted in it with Excommanication, 
as Bell. does confeſs, but alſo aQtually feclude from his Communion, 
on the ſame account , Firmilian Biſhop of Ceſarea in Cappadocia, ard 
many other Afiatick Biſhops, as teſtifies Denys of Alexaudria in Ex- 
ſeb. lib.7. eap.4: or how did he call Cyprian himſelf Pſeudo Chriftum, 
Pſeudo Apoſtolum, dolyſum operarium , a falſe Chriſt, falſe Apoſtle, and 
deceitful worker , as Firmilian records in Epift, ad Cyp. which is the 
75 among Cyprians Epiſtles ? or how did Cyprian Epiſt- 74+ ad Pom» 
pejam accuſe Stephen , as taking the defence of H:reticks againlt the 
Church of God , had not the matter in controverſie betwixt them 
been looked on as an Article of Faith? Ought not Romaniſts at leaſt 
give the world ſme CharaQteriſticks , by which to know when the 
Biſhops of Rome define a point to be an Article of Faith , unleſs they 
delign to hold all in ſuſpence, that they may improve their Delpbick, 
Ozacles us defivitions of Faith , or etherwiſe as th:y find their inte- 
reſt req -17e- But as to Cyprian, however he did err in the matter of 
Rebaptizanion yet he well perceived the point not tobe Fundamen- 
- tal, but ſuch as good men may differ in, ſulvo pacis & c:ncordie vin 
culo , as he exprefles himſelf Epjjt. - 2. ad Stephanum : And therefore 
adds, qua in re nec nos vim cutquam facimns aut lezem damur. And-for 
this his moderation he is commended by S. Azguſtine, Ep. 48s and 
by S. Hier»me in Dial. adverſus Lucifer. though they were of a contra» 
1y periwakion in the thing. Excellently (31d Auſtin lib, 1. cont. Fur 
lian. cop. 6- Alia ſunt in quib#s inter ſe etiars 4\difimi, atque optimi 
regx!e Cath-lice defenſcres, ſalva fidei compage non conſonant , & alins 
alio deuna re meligs aliquid dictt & verius , bc autcm unde nite agie 
n:u5,ad ipſa pertinet fidei fundument z. 
Pernaps a Romaniſt may run to that ſubterfuge of the Vs'enburgit 
M examine princip. fides exam. 3. Set, $. That therefore they who bet1 
theſe errours , were of the ſame Retizion with them who naw believe the 
contrary , becauſe thoug» they differ in tve mitcri4l sbje&s of ther 
V Fail, 
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Faith, .y&- ebe ſameratio formalis fidei , or Rule of  Falth, war ace 
knawledged by both > namely, thet whatezer God propoſes by bis Church - 
#r to be believed, and by the ſame reaſon theſe Authors would: be recon- 
ciling : the- Faith - of Romaniſts before and after the Conncil-of Trent, 
They cannot deny but there be things now .held as Articles of Faith, 
which were not-ſo held before-the Council: of Tre? , yet they would: 
have. r:t0 believe that the Religion of ith i1 the ſame , becauſe the ra- 
tio formalis credendi, or-ebe Rule of Faith, is the ] ame in-both 3 name» 
ly, what God propoſes clearly bybis Church. But here maty falſhoods-- - 
are ſophiſtically infznuated. For firſt , though it be- true that what- 
ever God propoſes, whether by the Church: or by a private Paſtor,,, 
ought to be believed , yet the Falenbargians ſophiſtically inſmuate, 
that whatever the Church propoſes, God alfo propoſes, and that as 
neceſſary to Salvation, though it were not (o before 3'but that this js 
a notorious falſhood, ſhall be. cleared Sect. 3« neither can all the Cler« 
gy of Rome prove that this was the Faith of the Ancicut Church. 
The Pamphlcter made ſome Effays to this purpoſe by. ſome broken... 
threds of Antiquity in his Se&. 3. which we have examined cap- 2. 
and ſhewed that they make nothing for his purpoſe. Nay, the Anci- 
cnt Fathers, as we have evicted cap+3+ hold,: that the Ecriptures were 
the.Rule of Faith, and.the ratio formalis credendi-(for in this matter 
they ſeem to be.taken for one ) conſequently they differing from 
Romanitts in the Rule of Faith, . were not of the {ame Religion with - 
them. Sccondly, it is as notorious a falſhood, that Romaniſts b«fore.. 
and aftcr the Council of -Trext , arc agreed apon the ſame ratio for= 
malis credendi , or the ſame Rule of Faith, Did I not ſhew the di- 
venlities of Opinions among themſelves touching this thing , in the..' 
flating of the queſtion cancerning the Rule of Faith ? -If this be the 
prevalent DoCtrine of the Romiſh-Church which this Pamphleter.. 
holds out, that the detinition of an Infallible Jadge is the principal _ 
Rulc of Faith, aſſuredly there were eminent perſons in the Romiſh 
Churci ot another perſwaſion before the Council of Trent; namely, 
thoſe v.ho maintaiued that Pope and Council were fallible , fuch as 
Occam, P anarmitan, Petrus de Alliacs, Antoninut, Cardinal Cuſan, Nis 
claus lemanges, of whom I gave an account eap. 2. Sed. 2. Yea, 
nor can Romanitts, to this day.y agree among themſclves concerning-:- 
ene Rule of Faith ,, ſome holding Oral Tradition, ſome thedefiniti- 
on ot a G neral Council, and others the detinition of-a Pope to be- 
it, though to hide their differences from ſimple ones, they endeavour . 
to wap up all, in fone general terms, fuch as the Propofition —"— 
Churcn : 


' Chutch-< yetin expounding theſe terms, they go'by the rars among _ 
, chemleives. Thirdly, there is rnore requiſite to the Unity of Religh 
- on, than a rncer agreement in the ſormalis ratio credendi, or the Rule 
of Faith 4 there be- ſome material objeRes of Faith , the explicite be= 
Ref-whereof is of-abſolute neceſſity to Salvation. © Can any be ſaved, 
- who do not believe ari Heaven, and an Hell? Doth not Scripture 
hold forth Jeſus'Chriſt to'be a Foundation in Religion , 1 Cor, 3+ 14+ 
*-Hence-D. Vane in his loſt Sheep, cap. 8. page 85. though he cavil a+ 
gainft the diſtinQion of Fundamentals: and Non-Fundamentals, yet 
. heis conftrained to confels , that i»: regard of ohe material objet , \ar 
thing to be believed ,” ſome points are Fundamentals, others not ; that is, 
- ſome points are to be believed explicitly and diſtinily, others not. © Con- 
ſequently its not a ſufficient reaſon to lay, ſuch held one ratio formalis 
- credendi , therefore were of the ſame Religion, eſpecially when its 
confefled there be material obj:&s which are of neceſity to falvation 
tobe believed by the one , which were notby the other.  Fourthly, 
the true reaſon therefore why the:Fathers, notwithſtanding theirer- 
' rours, were not heretical, but of the ſame: Religion with us, becauſe 
theirerrours were only againſt integrals of Religion, but not againſt 
-Fundamentals , neither did they pertinaciouſly maintain them , but 
were Willing to have renounced them, had they been convinced that 
they were contrary tothe'Scripture, which tothem was theRule of 
«Faith, -as well as to us: So that to' them might havebeen (aid , us 
Avuſtin to Vincentius Vittor , lib. 3+ de orig. anime eap« 15, Iffe animus 
.etian in diftis per ignorantiam non Catholicus , iſs eft correflionic pre- 
meditatione Gatholicus , a Soul maintaining errours contrary to Ca» 
-tholick Do@trine , yet willing to ſubmit upon convi@ion, upon that 
virtual repentance or premeditation of correQion z to-uſe'S, 
word, is truly-Catholick , namely, when the Errours'ftrike not at the 
- Foundation 4 as the ſame Father ſpoke in the forecited teſtimony, 
lib. 1+ contra Julian. cap. 6+ | | | 
Againſt this the Pampbleter objeCts pag. 92, 93« many Faibers, S."A> 
thanaſius in bis Creed, $. Hicrome 1;b. 3. cont. Ruſſin, Nazianzen vraft. 
de fide, $. Balil is Theod. lib. 4. Hift,;cap, 6. and Tertull. lib. de pre- 
ſeript. as if they all bad beld that an errour in Faith would damn 's 
Soul, and dh every point of Faith to be Fundamental. He 
would do well to look better to his citations hereafter , for Theod. 
lib. 4- bift. eap. 6. makes no mention at all of S. Baſil , but only re» 
lates the Ordination of S. Ambroſe, But to pals this eſcape, Ianſwer, 
that-Fathers indeed held anerrour in Fundamentals of Faith todamin 
V2 A 
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| a Soul, but not one in integrals, eſpecially when it's maintained) 
without pertinacy : That Fathers admitted: fuch a diſtindtion in 
points of Faith, ;aay be apparent, becaule they did accaſe one ano-: 
their , ſometimes of errours in Religion , as $ Cyprian was-acculſcd: 
by the Biſhops of. Rome, for maintaining Rebaptization as an errour. 
in Religion , and yet him che Catholick Church ever held tor & 
Szint and. Martyr. Se. Auſtin lib, 3+ de-.orig. anime cap» 15+ charges 
7idyr-with eleven errours contrary to the Catholick Faith , yet had 
ſo much charity to him, that he ſaid, Abſit ut arbitreris te hec pi « 
nando a Cathalica fide rec:ſiſſe , quamvuis.ea fidei adverſa ſunt Catho- 
lizez therefore they hcld not every point of. Faith Fundamental, 
The ſevere ſentence pronounced in the Ath2naſizn Creed: Cwhich yet 


yet. 
I muſt adverciſe the Pamphleter , to be doubted whether it were 


drawn by the Great Athanaſius) is only againſt thoſe who deny any 
Article of that Creed. Now Creeds of the Ancient Church are ſap- 
poſed by Judicious Divincs.co contain Fundamentals, as contra-dis 
ftinguiſhed from integrals: . That of Nazzanzen trz@. de fide O*- 
rat- 49, relates to Arrians, againſt whom he there diſputes , who 
certainly erred fundamentally ,. at. whom alſo.S..Hierom Apole 3. cons 
tra Ruffinum, cems to hint for their denying the $netgovz and the 


Pamphleter himſelf grants that Tertzll. is ſpeakiag againlt Valenti- 
245, whom alt know to have erred fundamentally ; fo that from. 


none of theſe teltimonies can any thing be interred againtt. this di- 


fiin&ion z yet I freely grant, that ſometime oppoſition to an integra} : 
of Faith may alla'damn a,ſoul, namely, when it is joyued with per- 


tinacy 3 but then it is not the ſimple not believing of the truth 
which condemns the. man, . but his pertinacy. | 


But, fays the Pamphleter, he Engliſh Church Excommunicazes them 


who bold any thing contrary $0:the.3 9 Articles 3, ergo, they. bo'd all-uhe © 


39 Articles to be Fundamentals. 


Arſw. Is it not more ſafe to judge of the thoughts of the Engliſh 
Church, concerning the 39 Articles, by che writings of eminent Di- 
vines in that Church approved by the Church of England, then by 
the topical difcourſcs of a namelcls Romanitt, Now Learned $4it+ 
lingflect in his. Vindication of the Biſhop of Canterbury againſt T.C, 
Part. 1. cþ. 2+ Sc. 6 lays, that the Church of England-xever preſſed 
the ſubſcription of the 3 9. Articles, as being ell Fundamentals of Faith; 


and tor this alſo cites Juculent teſtimgnies. of Biſhop Bramball; Pri- 


mate of Ireland : She excommunicates them for their pertinacy, and 


ſor their breaking of the Peace.of the Church, not that ſhe ſuppoſes ther - 


ail: 
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all Eſſentials of Religion. ' To the like p .rpoſe fpeaks D. Fery in his 
Preface agzinſt D. Champuyy We acknowledye (faith he) that be who 
ſhall pertinacioufly and turbulently ſpeak, and teach ag inſt the Doftrine 
of #he Church, in potats of leſt moment, may deſerve 10 be Anathemati- 
Zell, or put (nt f the Church ;, for ſuch a one, though be deny -not tbe. 
Faith , yet makes a breach. of Charity, whereby he goes 'onus of . the 
Chureh, againſt which be ſo ſets himſelf; What the Pamphſeter cites 
of the Arbenian Laws, lavours ot Draco's ſeverity, who wrote all 
his SanQtions in blood , and made every treſpaſs Capital , a fit Prgli- 
dent for the ſanguinary proceedings of the Romiſh Inquiſition. ' Fo- 
ſepbns lib. 2+ conte Appion. doth only ſay , that the preniſhment allotted 
10 the Violaters of #be Fewiſh Law, for moſt part, was death. If this 
Romaniſt be ſo bloody, that he would have the Goſpel Church in this 
to Judaize, his prepoſterous Zzal deſerves ſuch a rebuke as thoſe who 
would have commanded fire to come down from Heaven'on the Sa- 
maritans, Le g+5 4.55, As for the angry expreſſions of Luther againſt. 
them be call d Sacramentarizns it's true of him, what was ſaid of 
| Elias, Fom- 5+ 17. that he was a man fubjed. to the. like pallions. 
with othcrs : Yet that Lather before his death was convinced of the 
- truthof our DoGrine concerning the Sacrament, Boxhornixs lib. 2. 
de barm. Eucharift. proves by many tcſtimonies from Melandboy, 
Cruciger, Alefins, ya, and out oi Lathers own writings, As for . 
that heavy ſentence, Revel. 22. 19. it holds forth what de Fare is due-. 
toall who derogate any thing from the facred Canon -of' Scripture. 
And the like ſentence is pronounced upon them who add ought there- 
to, v. 18. which ſpeaks (ad things againſt Romaniſts,, who have ad- 
ded all the Apocryphal Books : Sur it doth.not ſay, that all who are 
not convinced of the Candbnical. Authority -of every Book of Scrip - 
ture, ſhall de fafo be:damnedy if otherwiſe: pious and penitent , and 
ready toacknowledge the Divine Authority-thereof + were-they fa-- 
tisfied m.thetr Conſcicnces thereannent, Do-Romanilis conchide their. 
famous Cardinal Cajctax a damned Heretick,- who queſtioned the Ca» 
nonical Authority of ſundry parts of Scripture ? 

'To conclude this Section, E. W. the Anthor of Proteſt zncy without 
Principles. ,, that 1S:Edward Worſley, an Engliſh Jcluit at: Antwerp, diſ- 
courſe 3+ caps 4+ &c.hath much ipongious talk4o-confate the Prote» 
ſtants diſtin&ion of Fundamentals and Non Fundamentals, as unrea- 
ſonable, and falſe. I ſhould but beat the Air to examine all. Himſelf 
comprizes the {ubſtance'of what he has ſaid in this one argument 3 

Every revealed Article is aſſerted by an Infinite Verity; but an Infinite - 
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Verity delivers all it ſpeaks with one and. the ſame infinite certainty; 
Ergo all Articles ied, have one and tbe ſame like infinite aſſurance; 
conſequently, one is at ponderont*gs another, and equally Fundamental, 
Tothis I briefly anſwer (forbearjug to refleR again upon the. forma« 
ty of a Jeſuits Syllogiſm ) grafting as uncontroverted the whole. 
| Syllogilm, viz+ that there isan <qual objeQive certainty in all di- 

vinely revealed Articles, in a compounded ſenſe, with divine Reve- 
lation , it being abſolutely impoſſible that divine Revelation ſhould 
be falſe; but withal peremptoril enguy the Corallary which ke 
infers from his Syllogiſm , viz. that theretore all Articles of Faithare 

equally ponderous and Fundamental » that is, (unleſs he intcnd to c- 

quivocate ) that there. is an equal neccffity of the explicitbelict of 

every one of them to the eternal falyation of ſouls. This confequent 

I'deny , becauſe though all revealed Articles be revealed by an inti- 

nite Verityz .and:with an infinite certainty, yet not with cqual per- 
 {ſpicuity , and ſo-are not with-<qual facility-penetrable.by. our weak 

underſtandings, nor is the explicit belief of. alt impoſcd under the 
ſame ſevere Sanions., nor put under the Gme- inſeparable connexi- 
on with the ſalvation of ſouls. That it is ſo, may eafily be evinced 
.againſt any Romaniſt that will but hearken to his own reaſon: For it 
 cannot-be denied, that there .be fame Articles of. Religion, without 
the explicite .belicf whereof, no. adult rational perſon that hath the 
ſenſe of .xcaſon*( for I abſira&.from the caſes of Infants, deaf, and 
mad-men,,) canbefaved, as that there is a God, or immortal Soul, 
at leaſt Direfo and Roſſello themſelves will require the explicit belief 
of that Popiſh fundamental, of believing what the:Church believes, 
which according to them, is alſo arevealcd- Verity. But it is as clear 
there be other revealed Articles, without the explicit belief where- 
of adult rational hearing perſons may in Tome cafes be ſaved: Yea 
[Jeſuit Azorius Parts1. Moral. lib, $. cep- 6. confeſſes a man may be fa 
ved without the explicit belicf of the Trinity, and that hemay have\ 
blaſphemiouſly groſs conceptions -of God without Herefie , as that 
-God hath coxporeal dimenſions like a man , that God the Father is 
greater-in. power, and more Ancient than God the Son 'And he 
brings in Payormitan, and others of their great DoQors , affirming, 
that theſe groſs conceptions of God may. not only be without Here- 
lic , but alſo without {in , providing their Darling Principle of be- 
| lieving what th:ir Church believesbe acquieſced unto; Erpo, the cxc- 
plicit bclick of all revealed -Yeritics is not impoſed wicrahe ſame 
levere Santiop , nor put under the ſame inſeparable connexion with 


the 
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theeternal (alvation of Souls, conſequently, all are not <qually fun- 
2awental. 1 confeſs whatever diſparity. be b2rwixt the meterial_0b- 
jeQs of Faith, as in themſelves conſidered , yetif a man know them 
to be revealed by God, he is bound tobelieve them all , with the 
 moſi firm adheſion of mind, the meaneſt no IGG than the higheſt 
and if in that caſe he ſhould misbclieve any of the leaſt of them, he 
would err fundamentally, becauſe he would cxplicitly deny the in- 
finite Divine Verity, And this is all which Jeſuit }orſleys arguments 
do prove, which is not the thing controverted concerning Funda» 
mentals. That which we afhirm is, that ſome Truths arc fo pro» 
pounded by the infinite Verity, that men are bound to believe them 3 
yct if either through the weakneſ; of their underſtandings, prejudices 
of education, or other ſuch like impediments, they do not diſcern 
them to be revealed, they may through mercy be faved, provided 
they havea ſincere willingne($ to believe every Article which they 
know to be revealed by the intinite Verity, and do unfeignedly re- 
pent, not only of their known fins, but alſo gde-occu/tis of their (c- 
cret and unknown-errours: Excellently ſaid fajd S. Auſtin, Epiſt-162. 
@ui ſententiam ſuam , quamvis falſam atque perverſain nu'la pertina” 
< enimofitate defendunt , preſirtim quam non audacia preſumptionis 
ſue perfererunt , ſed2 ſedutiis atcue in crrorem lapſis parentibus-ac- 
cepereit , Querrut autem canta ſclicitudine veritatcm , corrigi parats-: 
quum invenerint, ncquaquam ſunt heretici deputandi. 1 (hall ſhut up. 
all with the Royal teltimony ot our moſt Screne, Learned and pacifick 
King Fames 6. in his Anſwer to» Cardinal Peryoys Epiſtle , That the © 
number of things neceſ] ary to ſalvation is not very great, and that there 
was 10 mors expedite way. to peace , dben diligently #o:ſeparate nceſſa- 
ries from not ncetſſarics » and hat its the duty of all, who are ſtudious + 
of peace , for leſſening of Controverſies which cxerciſe Gods Church meſt - 
ovligently to explicate, urge, aud teach ihis diſtinion. | 


SECT. IF 


Whether do the Scriptures contain: clearly all the Fandamen* 
tals of F auth. SE 


YKRotcſtants maintain the affirmative , The Panpbleter , page 995" 
and 10. with bis Complices, deny rbat Scriptures contain all, far 

(fs that thiy di it clearly ; SO Bell. lib. 4. deverb. Dei cape 3,4 Gordon - 
> !u:t'y, contrcve + dexcrbe Dei cap. 254 fe. Valentialib. 5, de A* 


nalyſ--- 
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walyſ- fidet cap- go Coſter Enchirid lib, 20 cape 5 F. Valenburg. 608+. 
min princip 3+ Sed. 5. N. 6. Yet when we fay,that Scripture 
contains all Fundamentals clearly, we mean not, that they-ace there 
in ſo many word; , but that if they be not expreſly ſet down in 
Scripture , they are atleaft by firm conſcquence deducible from it. 
If Scriptures do not contain all things neceſſary to ſa'vation, and 
that clearly, then ſome inſtance of a n«cefſ+ry truth ought to be gi- 
ven, which is not clearly contained in Holy. Writ, and Evidence 
ought to be brought of the neceſfity thereof to ſalvation ? I appeal 
therefore all the Romaniſts in the world to give me one -inſtance of 
this kind , hic Rhodus, bic ſaltus. The uſual inſtances alledged by 
Bell, and other Romaniſts, have been examined and confuted often by 
IPhittaker, Chamier, D. Strange, &c. 1: not Scripture able to make us 
wiſe unto" Salvaoion, 2 Tim, 3.15. Were they not written for this 
end, Joh. 20. 3. that we might believe, and believing have ezerlaſting 
life? How could this be, if they did not contain all that's neceffary 
to ſalvation ? Is there not an Axathema pronounced on him who 
teaches an Article of Faith , beſides what is in the Scriptures, Gal. 
1. 5. not-xaf- 6, but Tp 6? Did not Tertwllian adore the plenitude 
of the Scriptures ?* Did he not thunder out a woe againft Herzope» 
nes ? Sinon | ſcriptum, timeat ve illud adjicieutibus aut ditrahen- 
tibns deflinatume Did not the Apoſtles teach all neciifary truths, and 
as S. Irenexs witneſlcs , Jib, 3. cap: 1. after they had preached it, 
they did commit it to writing 3 where alſo he calls the Scripture, 
Fundamentum & columnam fidei : And lib. 4. cap. 66. read 
(ſays he) the Prophets-and Apoſtles, and ye ſhall find , Unive-ſam 
attinem, emnem Dodtrinam, & omnem Paſt1mem Dcminis How pe- 
remptery is S. Athanaſius de Incarnatione Chriſti cit. Pariſ. Ann 

16 27. par. 6 2 1» D142 eſt ita veſtre imnude( ie vecordia 9 «01 01 Th 
ausTeias Ht logquamni que feripta 111 ſunt? He holds it not only af- 
trontednc(s, but madnc(s to Leak of Articles of Religion without 
Scriptures What think you of Theopyilus Alexandrinus in 2 Epift. 
Paſchal; in B:b. pat. Tom 3* Edit. Z. Pariſ. 1510. per Margariaum de 
la Bigne, Demonaaca ſpiritus ct extra $ cc, turarum Authoritatcm, dis 
vinum aliquid putare. Aud S. Cryſoft. in Serm” de Pſi 2d1-Prphetis, 
en calce Eph e+:z Syri edit 3.Colow $616. Nivil utilum ſacra Scrip- 
tara raicuit. Hierom. is Micab cap. 1 Eccleſia non egreſſa de finibus 
ſuls5 1» fo we Cripturis v2s vero Heraics, edificaltis domum in 
deriſum nou in Scripturis, {td in viciniz Scripturarem \ whicre the 
<cLpture 35 held torin as the Boundary of the Church, ocyond which 


{he 
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Fhe may not paſs; and dogmatizing without Scripture, is given asa 
charaQer of *Hereticks ; And on Hag- oap: 1. verſ. t 1. he condemis 
unwritten Traditions though pretended to be Apdſtolical :- Alia, 
que abſque Authoritate & teſtimoniis, ſcripturarum quaſi traditione Apo- 
ſtolicaſponte reperiunt atque ' confingunt , percu:it gladins Dei: How 
. full is S» Auſtin to this purpoſe, kb. de wyit. Eccleſ” cape. 2+ auferan? 
tur de medio que adverſns nos invicem,-noy ex divinis Canonicis libris, 
ſed alinnde recitamus, Hence lib. 2. de dotirina Chrifi cap. 9. in iis que 
aperte poſita ſunt in ſcripturis,inveniuntur illa omnia,que continent fidem 
mieſquee vivendi, S. Chryſoſt. Hom- 3+ in 2 Epift. ad Theſe in tivinis 
ſeripturis quecunque neceſſaria ſunt manifeſta ſunt. Did I not confirm 
the fame from teſtimonies of Learned :Romaniſts , namely Aquiz4s, 
Part 1- Queſt. 1» Art. 10. arid Sixtus Senenſis, lib. 6. Annots T5 2+ in 
my fourth' Paper againſt M. Demfter, pag. 46. | 
The two laſt teſtimonies of S. Auſtinand S. Chryſsſt. together with 
thoſe of Aquinas and Sexenſfis the Pamphleter, page 101+ endeavours 
toelude by ſome ludibrious diftinQtions: It is trae ,:(aith he, ms 
Scriptwres are clear to Eminent Doftors, nctto all indifferently oy” Ant a- 
gain, they are clear to ſuch as take the places of Seripture, commanding us 
to bear the Church, and bold faſt Traditions, as two main Fuundamthtals 
for clearing all the reſt, and to ſuch as level the lint of Propbettcat and 
Apoſtolical interpretation #0 the ſquare of Ecclifi:ftical ſenfe', birt not"to 
others. And here again he would abute D. Field, lib. 4'cap. 14 arif 
be did favour the Popifh Doftrine of unwritten Fundamentals , whereas 
the Door has nothing to that purpoſe : But the ruwlt'not be faflered 
thus toſneek away, | - ene COPIED 
Forfirſi \ the Authors cited by me, ſpcak not only of theperſpi- 
euity of the Scripture, but alfo of the fulneſs' thereof': '$.Chryſoff. 's 
exprefs, that all' things neceſſary are clear in Scripture'; $6 allo is 
$. Auſtin in lib 2: de dots Chrifti cap. g. Though therefore it'were 
 granited, that they meant, as the Pamphleter fallly ſuggeſts, thar'the 
Scriptures'were ouly clear to Eminent Dodtors, 'yct it cannot be de- 
nied', but they affirmed that Scripture 'contained all neceſſary and 
Fundamental Truths, But ſecondly;it's a manifeſt falſhond that thele 
Fathers didreſtrict the perſpicuity of Scripture to Eminent Doors, 
yea Chryſot; Hom, 3. in 2 Theſ: cap. 3. expreſly ſpeaks to people as di- 
'ſtin& rom Teachers, and chides them as negie@ing Reading when 
they want Teachers, So that cither the Pamphleter never read- that 
place of Chryſoſt. or bewrays too much difingenuity, As tor $. Chry- 
ſito s Hom: x 4+4in Fob, objected by the Pamphleter , there he ny 
| | X ys, 
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ſays, diligence muſt beuſed in ſearching of the Scriptures. but does. 
not at all reſtri& that diligence in ſearching Scriptures ts DoQors of 
the Church 3 yea, Hom. 1c. in Fcb. and Conc. 2+. de Lazaro, heis much * 
i0 preſſing the pecple. to read the Scriptures: And in Epiſt- ad Colef. 
cap. 3» Honts he urgeth them to do it, magyo [iudio & diligentia: 
« There is as little ground to (ay, that S, Auſtin lib. 2. de d:Cringa Chriſti, 
caþ-9, intended to reſtrit the perſpicuity of Scripture to Eminent 
Doors. Sard)y in lib. 1. contra Creſe. cap» 33. (the Pamphleterb& 
ing in haſte, cited the Cp. but not the Book) there is nothing againſt 
the fulnc(s or perſpicuity of Scripture , only in an obſcure quelſiion, 
when nullum de Scripturis Canonicis profertur exemplum, then Auſtin 
adviſes the Church to be conſulted with, which no man denicth : 
But in evidence that he derogateth nothing from the Scriptures, 
cape 32, he ſaid , Sequimur ſane nos bac in re Canonicarum certifſimam. 
authorit atcm Scripturarum. And in cap. 33. Santa Scriptura fallere non 
poteſt, & Eccleſia fine ulls ambiguitate Sarfia Scriptura demonſtrat, 
1 am remitted by the Pamphlcter to two teſtimonics from S. Irenexs,. 
one from /[ib. 1. c2þ. 49. whereas I. have told him before, there are 
but 35 cap, in all that Book : The other is from lt. 2. cap. 47, I. 
bave read that-Cap. but tiad nothing to his purpoſe , nor docs he al- 
ledge any words trom him. Is not.this a notable juggle. on fimple 
55 Enzo cite Fathers at ſuch a.rate ? Yet thirdly, were that preca- 
\ Tious diftinion admitted, it would at leafi follow ,. that.the Faith of 
Eminent Doctors were to be rcſolved on the Scriptures, for to them 
they are granted to be clear inall things ueceflary, Fourthly, do we 
ſay that the Scripture is indifferently clear to all ; as the Pamphleter. 
_ doth, here inliguate ? To a Jeſuit faſcinated with .prejudice, to an 
 irwplicit Colliar, or Profelyte, whoſe eyes Jeſuits have pulled out, or. 
to them whoſe eyes the God of this World hath blinded, 2 Cor. 4. 4. 
verily not. . Such perverting of the ſtate of the queſtion does bewray. 
a deſperate cauſe, Fifthly, the Adverlary, fearing that his firſt diſtin 
dion concerning Eminent DoGors ſhould not hold water , betakes 
himſelf to another of taking theſe Commands, of hearing the 
. Church, and holding faſt Traditions, as two main Fundamentals. 
But Thave ſhewed, cap. 2+ that the command of hearing the Church 
' 15 to be underſtood fo long as ſhe adheres to her Commithon , which 
is contained in the Scripture: and cap. 3. that. it is more than any 
Romaniſt can prove, that by Traditions. in that Exhortation , hold 
| tz Traditions, are underſtood Preter-Scriptural Traditions, fo 
\ that theſe Scriptures make nothing. for unwritten Tandamentat: 
Tas, 
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This diſtinQion of the Pamphicter, coincides, upon the matter, with 
_ "that off Jeſuit Baylie 3n Carech. $8, g. that the Fathers afticmed Scrip+ 
ture to coritain all things neceſſary, becauſe they contain all iyplicit- 
ly 3 for when. they dire& us to believe the Catholick Church , they 
dire& us to believe all the Traditions which the Church b:lieves. To 
this ludicrous anſwer, Rivet excellently replys, 'that then the F athers, 
by giving theſe Elogics to Scripture , had commended it no more, 
than if they had called a man Learned , who paints out the way to 
the School , or {aid that ſuch an one had milk to ſuckle an Intant, 
who only can ſhew where a Nurſe is to be found , or that one has a 
well- covered Table, who can bat declare who hath it , which were 
ludibrious. If it wereſo, why was the Holy Ghoſt at pains to write 
all theſe Books of holy Scripture? Then there needed no more Bi. 
ble, but hear the Church, as indeed Gord:# of Hently controv. 1+ de 
verbs Det cap. 27+ ſays, that all Articles of Faith are contained in that 
one Article of the Creed , T believe.the Catb lick, Church. Why then 
ſhould they not likewiſe be all contained in that great and uncons 
troverted Fundamental , 7 believe the truth of all that God reveals ? 
and conſequently a Mahumetan ſhall be as good a Catholick as any 
Jeſuit. But fixthly, Jet mz argue a little from theſe two Scriptures, 
"Hear the Church , and bold faſt Teaditions > either theſe are clear in 
chernſelves, or not ; if nut , how can they clear all the ret 2. if they 
be, why is thelixe perſpicuity denicd to other Scriptures containing 
as neceſlary truths ? Seventhly, What is that (quare of Ecclefiaſtick 
ſenſe, whereto the Pamphleter would level all Scriptural interpreta® 
tions? Is it Tradition? Though Proteſtants, with Vincent Lirineas 
fis, do grant to Traditionits due place among the means of interpre- 
tation of Scripture, yet uow I muſt enquire, whar if a queſtion arife 
about Tradition itfelt? Hus not this Pamphleter told , paz. 75. that 
then all muſt be referred to the definition of th- preſ{cat Catholick 
Church, that is, to their infallible viſible Jadg: 3 ad ſothe reſult 
of all thefe Cob-web diſtin&iovs, is this , Tacy can;grant that Scrip- 
ture is clear in Fundamentals, provided noching be taken as the ſenſe 
of Scripture, but what their Pope or lotallible Judge pleaſes : - And 
conſequently, when Chryſoft. Auſtin, & ce (ay, that Scripture contairs 
clearly all that 15 necefliry , the m2aning is, that Scripture contains 
notthe Articles of Religiqn clearly ,, bat points to one who can un< 
told them ? Are not thele gogdly gloſlcs which Jcſuirs:put upowFz- 
_thers ? Muſt the World be cheated with ſuch ludicrous non-ſenſe ? 
as if the end of Scripture were to point out tncir. infallible. Judge, 
A 2 and 
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and yet ff caniiot be known what is Scripture, or the true Tenſe there>- 
of, but by the ſentences of that pretended infallible Judge. Are all 


things in Scripture clear, and yet nothing at all clear, but corecave'. 


its clearneſs from the Romiſh Judge, who is alledged to be pointed 
out in Scripture, and yet theres not one word ot him in all Scrip- 
ture. I pray in what Text of Scripture is the Pope of Rome, ti1s'Tyte 
p'e Crown, and Infallible. Chair , together with the enthultaſtick- 
ſ;uare of Eeclefiaſtick (enſe, treaſured up in his breaft, 1 ingenuoully.. 
profeſs 1 cannot hud the place, unkſs it be 2 Theſ. 2+ 3, 4. Or Reveh,- 


F7« 4) J* -- | 9; 

{es "bijc&ed by the Pamphleter, pag. 99+ that the Fathers who writ 
Catalogues of Herifies , Irenzus, Tertull. Philaſtrius', Epiphanius, 
Auſtin, &c. did not ditinguiſh betwixt Fundamentals and integrals as 
mong Divine Truths , for they condemned many leſſer tbings as Hereſtes, 
and. conſequently as damnable errours. The Erians 7 EY a4- 
Hereticks by Epiphanius; Here. 75. And Auſtin Hercf. 33s (-he 
ſhou'd have ſaid 53.) fir denying the Faſts commanded by the Church : 
The Eunomians by Auſtin, Hercf. 54. for teaching , that no fin could 
hicrt a man, if ſo-be be had Faith: The deniers of Free-will by Epipha- 
nius, Hereſc 6.4+- Vigilantius by Hicrom, for affirming that Relicks. of 
Sgiuts ought 10t to be reverenced ; Jovinian by Auſtin Herel. 82. for 
holding Wedlock, equal in dignity to Virginity: Pelagians by Auſtin lib, 
cont. Julian. cap. 2.-for teaching that the children of faith/ul Parents. 
aeed not. Baptiſm, as being born boly > and the Arrians by Auftin , lib. 1, 
cont. Maxim. cap, 2. for not recezviiig Tradition : All which , ſays the- 
. Pamphileter; .z5 the Dothrine of Proteſtants. | S, £4 
2. Whatever ſhew-this ObjeCtion! may have with ignorant-perions;-. 
yet I muſtadvertiſe them, it's but a crambe recots ; Thele Herelies - 
. haveheen often objeGed by calumniatirg Romanilts', 'Beller- Breerly,,. 
@c«. and as often confuted by Learned Proteftanits , D.:Fiel4, DeMore 
201, Gerard, Whittaker, Rivet, &c, yea, and many more Herelies have 
been retorted cxm fenore, out of the ſame Catalogyes ypon the... 
Church of Rome. | f 
-::.Briefly therefore I anſwer two things; and firſt ; that neither Pa*+ 
ePilt nor Proteftant can admit, that all the Errours mentioned in the. 
-Catalogues of Epiphanins, Philaftrins, Auſtin, &c. are Fandamental, 
Are there not many condemned in them for Opinions in matters dis 
-{putable,undetermined, and of {mill conſequence, and which reſpe- 
: Qively are acquitted in both ſides. Hence Alpbouſus & x lib. 2. de. 
Tu Hereſ. ti, Adam & Eva Hereſ, 2+ denies all theErtoursC 


- 


arged upon 
Origen 
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Origen in theſe Catalogues to: be Hereſies : And Bellar. hiniſclf, de 
ſeript, Leoieſ, P48 133. Edits Pariſe 4630. confeſſes, that trarly things 
arc pumtbercd by !Phiteſtrifs as Rerefics, which ate not Herelirs. 
Þ. Taylor. in Ins. Liberty of Prophecying, Sc. 2. { 20. 'to #cquit 
rhe Fathers; for {hymatizing perſons ſo liberally with 'Herefie, icon- 
ccives that they uſed the word He#eſie in a more gentle notion than -- 
now it is with us and 1n divers Paragraphs he endeavours to prove, 
that a1! Eyrours mentioned in'the Fathers Citalogues were not Fun- 
damental 3 yca; he queſtions'alſt, whether the Fathers had ſufficient - 
Evidence in the: thatter of 'Fadt 'T totfix'every obe bf the(eierrours % 
upon theſe 'perfons,. It will hot 'be 'amiſs here to'remember , that 
D. Hackwell in his Apology, lib«3. cap,$ f.1 . records out of Aventi- 
nus his Hiſftorta Boioram, Anno 74.5, that Pope Zacharias, and Bomiface-. 
Biſhop of Mentz, condemned:one Virgilinr, Biſhop*ot' Salsburg ,, as-- 
an 'Heretick', for:heldidg thatithere were.Antipbdes 3 und perhaps - 
were induced hereto by 'the Authority of Auſtin, lib. 16«de civit. Det- 
cap. 9. and 'of Laantius 'inftit. lib. 3. cap. 24. Tf the Gy that- 
Learned Biſhop was guilty'of*a Fundamental Errour, and damned 
eternally for holding there--'were Antipodes, he will expoſe himſelf - 
tothe tudibry of any vrdinary Mathematician. - 
'Befides, if 'allbe Fundamental Erxours which are recorded in the 
Catalogues of Herefies, Tam fure Romanifts do* err! Fandamentally : - 
Were not the Collyridiz#scondemned"as Hereticks-by Epipban. He- 
reſ. 79. for worſhipping the Virgin Maty ? The Carporratians by Epi- 
phanius: Hereſ.'27., and by S. Aſtin Hereſe7: for adoring. the Images. 
'cf Chriſt, and'Pawl; ' the Anpeliciby Auſtin, Hereſ. 39. by Theod, in 
Epiſt. ad Colofſ. c4p42+ and by the' Council 'of Liddicts,* Can. 35; for - 
worſhipping of Angels : 'Manithees by Huſtin Epifte 74; for granting .. 
Marriage to their Pledejanr;atid perſons of lefs perf &ion arid\ pro» 
hibiting it to thoſe that were- more perfe&; arig 'yet like Romiſh -. 
Monks and Priefts, they conld Qally with-Concubines, Hence Auſtin - 
Bib. 2: de morib. Etcheſe & Manich; cap. 3- fard-of them ,/ Burd\wen - 
Coneubitum fed mprias* probiberenm. Were not the' ſame” Manichees 
"condeinnied by Leothefirft , Serm, 4+ @xadrageſ. for abſiraQting' the 
Cup in the Sacrament» 3 the Baſilitians by*Euſebines, Hiſt. Eecteſ. cap... 
7. and the Heleefwite:for teaching the lawfulneſs 'of- cquivocation, . 
and diflembling, Region tn time of: perfecution ; {5 not the MoRrine. 
of Implicite Faith noted as a pernicious Hercke by the Aathorof" the. 
'Sermon contradiverſas Hereſe tom 2+  optriem- Atbayaſii, and by-Euſe> 
Yus 4b, 5. Hiſh oap« 13-a5vne of the errours of Appeller the _ 
| : ticks - 
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.tick- What ſhould I reckon out Pelagians , Donatiſts , Euſtathians, 
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Margits, the Nudi-pedales, yea River Cathol. Orthod. Proem. de He- 
reſ. reckons torth a Catalogue of fifty Ancient Herefics ingroſſed in 


the RomiſhReligion. When Romaniſts have conſidered the affinity 


of their Tenets with the errours of thoſe Hereticks, they may tell us 
whether they hold all for .FundamentalErrours, which are reckoned 
forth in the Catalegues of Hercfics. 

I anſwer ſecondly , that it*s a notorious falſhood that the -Prote- 


ſtant Churches do own all the particulars mentioned in the Pam- 
phleters ObjeFion , I might 'xemit him to the Authors' who have 
; Jong ago confuted theſe old raucid Calumuies , yet atouch Igive of 
them. (42) 


And firſt, we maintain not with Exnomiens, that if a man had 
Faith , and retained bis Profeſſion , how-impioufly ſoever be lived, be 
might be. ſaved, - D. Field, when he 1s repelling this calumny of Ro» 
. maniſts, lib. 3. cap. 22+ breaks forth in theſe words: If (faith he) 
.any of -us ever wroze, ſpake, or thought any fuch thing, tet God forget e- 
ver to do good unto us, and let our prayers be rejeded from his pre* 
ſence} but if this be as vile a flander as ever Sataniſt deviſed , the Lord 
reward them that have been the Authors and deviſers of it» Who would 
,not have thought that [this fcrious -proteſiation -would: have topped 
. the mouths of:Romaniſts for ever ? Yet-this impudent Catumniatur 
has the confidence to.come. over with it again : If our ,Proteſtation 
be not ſufficient to clear us, yet, 1 hope, Bellarmines confellion may 


. be heard. Now hedeglares, lib. 1+ de juſtif- cap, 3. and lib. 3+ de ju- 

.ſtif- cap-.6, that 'we acknowledge: that trueFaith cannot be ' wichout 
.good works : I know that.Belh notwithſtanding all this, cndcavours 
. lib. 4, de joſe cap-'1+to fix the. ſame Calumny on Proteſtants, as if 


they denied the neceſſity ,of good works, by miſconſtruing ſome 
words which drgpt from Lyther, Calvix, and ſome others: But theſe 


. axe not only fully vindicated by Davenant de juſtitia habits &' aFnusl. 
. cap: 30 butalſothe;Cardinal palpably bewrays the, yiolence he uſed | 


to hs: own Conſgience, in.this Crimination 3- for. in the beginning of 
that very Chapter, he confeſſes. that Luther, Calvin, ' Melanithon, 
Brentizs, and the. Aw7uſtan Confellion , had afferted the. necellity ,of 
good works.. All who know our doctrine ,. know that we ſublcribe 

F FT Fe the Apoſtle, Heb. 132- 1:44 Without bolineſe/ none can. ſet 
'the Lords. 1 . | f bs $3.2 Ry OED, 
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to inſiſt that it isqueſtioned by-Learned Authors, particularly by D4 
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ens in his Commentaries upon-S. Aut;'s book; de Hereſ. cap. 57 
whether there were (ufficient ground to charge all that is alledyed by 
 Exipbanias, and out of him by A4uſtiz, upon the Zrizns z and the ra- 
ther, ſceing there js no. mention of the Xriays as Hereticks , either 
in Theodorets four Books, Heret. Fab. or in the Church Hiſtories of 
Socrates, $ozomen, or Evagrius, but only in Epiphanius ( which might 
have been cccaſioned by his freedom in teſlifying againſt ſome miſde- 
meanours of Exſtatbius. )He might have known that De-Morton's Ap+ 
peal, lib. 5. cap. 1+ in confutation of this ſame Calumny in Breerly's 
mouth, had fhewed from Lathygr and Calvin , that publick Fatis cn- 
joyned by.the Church , are not diſallowed by Proteſtants : The like 
might be ſkewed from the confeſſion of Proteſtant Churches , parti- 
cularly.by the Helvetian arte 24. the Bohemian art. 1 $. Argentin cap. 8+ 
and that 'of Fitteberg tit- de jejunio , and Cafſander Conſult art. 15. 
reporteth this to be the judgment of Proteſtants in the Saxonick con- 
feſſ1on 3 yet I muſt put him in mind, that their ewn Cardinal, Jeſuit - 
Tolet, in Luke 5+ 4#net- 70+ confefies , that the preſent ſet Faſts of 
their Church , ſuch as the Yigils, four Embers, and Lent-Faft , were 
not inſtituted by Jeſus Chriſt. | 
The third Herefie that he menticns , is the denying of Free- will, 
which be ſaithis condemncd by Epiphanius, Hereſ. 64. In that Chap. 
Epiphanizs diſputes againſt Origen , to whom he alcribes ſundry 0» 
ther groſserrours, all 1 find ſaid in reference 10 Free-will is, that 
Adam by hisFall Ioft the Image of: God , whereby if Origen had on- 
ly meant, that he loft the habits of grace and holineſs, wherewith in 
the Rate of Innocer.cy he was adorned , he bad been guilty of no er» 
rour. This being a truth clear from Scriptures, and acknowledged 
by Learned Romaniſis, as we)l as by Fathers and Proteſtants, as is evis 
dent, from the debates de-ftaru primi hominis, But if Origen meant by 
the Image of God, the Nacural Faculties of the Rational Soul, ſure it * 
was an errour, and diſallowed by Proteſtants, to ſay, that the Image. 
of God was loft; for faln man, in ſo far as he has a Rational Nature, 
is ſaid Gen. 9. 6, to bear the Image cf God, The ſame diſtin&ion is 
given in bchalf ot Origen by Alphonſus 4 Caſtre de Hereſ« lib. 2. tit. 
Adams Hereſ. 2. where alſo he ſulpeQs that Epipbanins zeal did over- 
reach in charging this errour upon @rigen z 1 might far rather charge 
Jeſuits with Pelagianiſm in the matter .of Free-will, But of this 
hereaftcr 3 only now, he who would be ſatisfied , may ſce Fayſenins 
paralle] betwixt Pelagians, and Molinifts, or Jeſuits. : 
; The fourth Herefie he mentions , is that of Vigilantius condemned 


by 
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: þyHlicrome, for affeming that Relicks of Saints owght not to be rewe- 
yenced ; Necd I tell him , that Eraſmus wiſhed that Hierome had us 
ſed more Reaſoning , and leſs Rajling in his debates with Vigilantine, 
Learned Faulk againſi the Rhemiſts,art- 1 9+ 12. doubts whether Hie- 
rome, in that heat of diſpute, -might not repreſent YVigilantius Opini- 

_ on more. groſly than it was 3 and the rather, fceing bynone of thoſe. 
who of old wrotethe Catalogues of Hereticks, is he condemned'for 

- this thing, except enly by Hieom: But if Vizalantins indeed afferted as 

' Hierom ſaith, that the bodies of Szints ſhould be thrown ad fterquz- 
linium, to aduvghil, and trod upon, we do abominate ſuch thoughts ; 
the memory of Saints with.us is precious ; We judge a deeent Chri- 

. ſian Burial tobe a honourdue 'to their bodies 3 and therefore Ro» 

- maniſts are highly injurious to them, whodig them up out of their 

. .Graves, 'and adore ſometimes the Bones of a'Robber, inſtead of a 
- Saint; as teſlifieth C offander in.Conſult, art. 21+ de veneratione Relz- 
quiarums the true Veneration of the Relicks of Saints ( ſaith -the 
{ame Cafſander) 5to imitate the 'examples of 'Vertue and--Piety re+ 
*cordediof. them; all-ether.oftentatiqn of Relicks, 'for voiding Su- 
perſtition, he wiſhes to be abandoned. ;' How fax Hierorr, and the 

. Catholick Church, in his time, were from giving Religious Worſhip 
tothe Relicks of Martyrs , Hicrem himfclf teftities , adverſusVigi> 
lait. -Q «is {faith be) 0 inſanum capet aliquando Martyres adoravit, 
quis bominenr putayit Deum.. Where Hieronz rates it as Auchi an ind 
-piety, as it one ſhould Deitie a poor Creature. Oo 
ThefiftlvHerclie objeced to us, is that of Jovinian, condemned by 
Auſtin Hgrel. 82. for bolding Wedlock equal in dignity to Virginiiy. 
Seeing this Pamphlcter is, plealcd to rclume this long-ago confured 
Calumwny , together - with. the rett out of Breer'y\?thould he not 
have conſidered how:D, Morton inhis Reply to Breerly, lib, 5.' caps ge 
\hews. various cales' wheteinthere is a mutual preference apd Equal» 
tybetwize-Wcdlockand Virginity, What jmpicty the*Romiſh pro- 
tetfjon - of Virginity without Chaſtity hath introduced iatd the 
Church, their own Authors have. declared, So that Nicolaus Cle- 
manges teltities their\Nunneries are no better than Stews z' I am axe, 
without Herefic it-rpay:be ſaid, that Chaſte-Matrimany is better than 
1mpure Cplibat, It Fovinian intended -no more, than that neither 
-Wedlock- nor. Virginity are proper Vertues , ſurcly if he in this were 
Hereticah, Gerſoy was' Heretical alſo, : who both aſſerts and proves 
it by many arguments, much- leſs can either-Wedleck or Virginity 


merit Heaven ,: as' $ 0g9 16 brought-in- by Gerard de Eeeleſe cap, —_ 
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_ © Feft. 6. $Sef-218, impiouſly ſaying , © 0d Virginitas ft ſatisfuBis 
 peccatorum maxima & meritum Reg1i Calirum. Have not Popiſli Au- 
thors, particularly Eſpencenrnotcd, that Hierim was param £qpues, 
ſs favourable, than in reaſon he ought, to Chaſte Matrimony 7 How 
grofly did'Pope Syricizs deprave that Scripture, Rome. $ 7. to dil- 
grace lawful Marriage ? If therefore Fovinir xan upon the other 
extreme , to afhrm as BzIl. de ntis Eccleſe cap. 9+ Seit. 13. ſays of Vi- 
gilantius, Eccleſizfticos debere eſſe ux»ratos , in'that he was nevet'at- 
towed by the Reformed Chur > they are for a licere, not an opor- 
tere, forth: lawfulneſs of Marriage,-not fr the necelfity of it. Ex- 
cellently {aid S. Hierom , lib. 1. cnt. Fovinianum , where he is molt 
m the praiſes of: Virginity : Circume/fi nibil oft , preputintn nibil eſt, 
fed obſervati» mandatorum Dei, nibi! prodet abſque operibus celibatur & 
2uptie. As Circumciſion is nothing , and Uncircumcifion is nothing 
without the keeping of the- Commandments , ſo neither: Virginiiy 
nor WedJock do profit to falvation, without works of holineſs, Bat 
as periors in a married eſtate are ſivecd, 1f they continue in the 
-Faith, fo alfoitis by the ſame Faith, that they which liven a fiate 
of Virginity are tobe ſived, To this only add that of Naziauzen, 
 Orat. 11. Cumin be: an) vits diviſz fit in matrimonium & celibatums 
atque hic quidem ſublimior & ditinior-ſit , verum laboriofior & perieu- 
bsfor ,  illed bumilius & tutius, neutrum byyum Deo nos omaino attrin- 
git aut ab eo dirimit : Where comparing theſe two. Eſtates, he <bn-' 
cludes Celibat to be more ſublime , but Matrimony more humble, 
and more ſafe z and that ncither of them does cither. juyn us ta. God, 
or feclude from him. | 

The fixth objc&ed Nereſie is, that with Pchigians,, we? ſay , the 
Children of Faithful Parents need nt Baptiſm. Had a-]:(uit a Fore- 
head capable of bluſhing, he would never have upbraided us vaith 
Pelagianiſn, for the World knows that they have 1ndeed licked up 

- the very Excrements of Peligins, as Fanſeains hath” demonſtrated 
ins Arguſtinus. Butas to the O5jettion , we arc {o from denying 
the need of Baptiſm to Infants, that we lay it's necefſiry, neceſſitate 
precepti. Indeed w2 dare not bs focrucl, as to conicema all Latunts 
that die in the Womb, and were never iu a capacity to-be biptizcd ; 
it we be (tigmatizcd for H.reticks upon this accougt , then the An- 
cient Fathers, who by their long dclay of Baptiſm ſhew themſe]ves 
tobeot the ſame Opinton, muli alſo be Heretical. Doth not D. Mey- 
ton Appeal, lib. 5 cap. 8 Sect. 2. cite a multitade of Romanitts , as 
Cajetan, Gerſon, Cubarice, Pignins, Tilmannus, ©c, as being tte 
A 1:ng 
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fame judgment with us, as totheſe things? Are Jall:theſe Heceticks: 
and Pelagians alſo ? If it be ſaid that Pclagians deny the necetlity of 
Baptiſin alſo, trac 3 but on other accounts, then Preteſtants; Tea» 
gians, as ſuppoſing Infants puilty of no ſin Proteſtauts, beca (c 
Pardoning Mercy is not chained up, and limited to means. As Blas 
ifs the Herctick obſerved Eafter at the time of the-Jews Paſſover, fo. 
did Palycrates, and the holy Martyrs of che Greek Church 3 but the. 
different accounts on which they did it, made the one tobe held an 
Heretick, and not tt others So that the ſame ſentiment, held upon. 
diticrent accounts, may be heretical in the one yand not in the 0» 
ther, 
The f:venth and laſt Hcrefte, is that with the Ariane condemned by. 
Auttin, lib- 1. cont. Maxim CaPe« 2. we d3 not Yeceive Tradition. O 
ſtupendious impudency !- Did ever S, Auttin condernn Arrians. for. 
not receiving Articles. of Faith upon the ſole Warrant of unwritten 
Traditions? Doth he not expreſly 1h. 3- cont. M xime cap. 1.4. aPp* 
peal to the. Scriptures for decifion of Controverkies betwixt him and 
Arrizus , Nceego Nicenum.-nec tu debes Ariminerfe tauquam prejudi: 
caturus prefcrre Cyncilium., necegs bujus auth: itate, r.cc t# illins ae- 
rencrise Scripturarum authoriratibus non quirumeunque prepriis ſed. us 
iryſque communibus, res ctm-re, cauſa cum cauſa, ratio c,.m r4ii AC cons 
cecrtet, Could not tkeDeity of Jetus Chrift, witch was the Article 
for which Arrians were condemned , be proved by ho!y Scripture, 
thi7Fatters b:hoved to flee to wawritten Traditiony: Arc Roma: 
nift; fo miſcarried with their hatzed againſt us, that they will- ſhake 
the Foundations of Chriſttznity to reach us a bloy? Dath not Bell, 
confeſs. lib.q. de verb. Dei cape i b that-the Divinity of Chriſt, which” 
15 oppoſite to the Arrian Herefic , babet expreſſa in Script4ris teſtimo+ 
4i4, S:.ortly then, to rectihe the. miſtake of this Pamphletcr , the 
thing which Afi blamed in Maximinus the Arrian was, that Arti» 
ans would not admit the word 6ovetey, becauſe it was-nct found in 
Scripture , and therefore /ih. 1. cont. Maxims he brings in Maximinus 
ſaying, He voces que extra Scripturam ſunt nu'locaſu 4. nobis ſuſcipi* 
#ntur; This Auſtin (olidly contutes, lib. 3+ caps 14+ {hewing, that the 
thing ſignified by the word was in Scripture , © 114 eſt bomoufion, nt- 
fi m1.1us ejuſdemque ſubſtantie,” quid of bom uſt n niſt ego & Pater us 
aum ſumus > and then appeals to the Scripture for the deciſion of the 
whole Controverſie with-che Arrians, Nee ego Nicenum, ec, This 
have I ſhewed that the Pamphleters Objc&ion is falſe in all its 
grounds» as if cithcr all the errours mentioned by Fathers were _ 
| rCLES 
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es againſt Fundamental truths , or that we: owned all the etrours 
enutnerated in theObjeRion. : 

1t*s further objeQed, pag. $9. that Scripture wokld mike a ma 
think, #04 one thing, or at maſt two , were nect ary to ſalvation \, as 
ſometimes the believing one point, ſometimes the doing of another. Hea» 
'veu is promiſed to Prayer in one place, to Alms deeds id another, and 
Mar. 1 9. If thei wilt enter into life, keep the Commandments, teaches a 
Fundamental mrbzch Proteſtants [i zs impeſſible, 15 not this a daring 
impiety in a lafervious Jeſutt, ſo to fport with the Scriptures of the 
Living God , as if fometimesthey made one thing only acccffary to 
fa'vation, {ometime another. For anſwer therefore z he would hi: 
remember , that our preſent queſtion is concerning the Credenda, 
things to be believed 3 but moſt of thee inflances are of the Azends, 
things to be done by us: Whether this proceeded from his inadver - 
tency, or were done purpoſely, to caft a blind before an unwary 
Reader, is remitted to his ſecond thoughts. Secondly, it is a falſc- 
h20d, that Scripture makes ſomerimes only Praycr, at other. rimes 
only Alms-deeas 3. at one time only Faith in th- Son of God, at ano-* 
ther time oaly the feer of the Lord , a Fundamental, as the Pam- 
phleter mmtinuates: For no where is the promiſe of Salvation re- 
{tried to any one of theſe, with exchifion of the reſt : When the 
promiſe is made ſometime to vne grace, ſometime to another , it 
only imports the mſcparable connexion of all ſandifying: graces, 
that who ever has one, hath undoubtedly all. Thirdly, I grant, that 
in that word Mat. 1g. If thou wilt enter into life, keep the Cimmand - 
ments , 15 contaim:d aFuadamental of the Covenaut of Works, but 
not of the Goſpel Covenant, This is evident from that deſcription 
of the two Covenants, Rom. 10. from verſe 5. to 9. Miſes delcribeth 
the righteouſneſs of the Law ,' that the man rho dvth theſe things ſhaRl 
live by them \. but the righteouſneſs of Faith ſpe keth on this wiſe, If thou 
ſhalt confeſs with thy mouth the Lord Fiſvs, and believe in thy beart that 
Go4 bath raiſed biz: from the dead,thou ſhalt be. ſaved; Wire the per» 
{& keeping of the Commandments is ſet forth to be the righteouſncls 
of theLaw;as the rightcoulneſ; of the Law is contradiftioguiſhed from 
the righteouſneſs of Faith, Yet Chrift does not mock the young 
ma by 'that word, as th? {coffing Jeſuit MaJdonat on the place 
would inter trom this Expolgion, given by Calvin, for this righte- 
ouſnels of the Law would really bring a iman to cternal life, it a 
man truly had'it: Neither isany mean fo apt to convince a Jutticia- 
ry pretending to a legal zighteoulneſs ( fuch an one was that- young, 
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man ,' a5 appears by. his words ,, verſ. 20, All, zbeſe things have T kepe * 
from my youth ) as to charge him with the righteouſneſs of the Law, 
Chriſt therefore uſed a .vcry proper mean. for preparing that perſon 
to ſubmit co the righecouſnels of God by. Faith, Phil . 3- g-had. not 
hts covetouffieſs choaked the work, In what ſenſe the perfect keep» 
ing of the Liw is polſivle, oc impolbible , is elſewheredeclared : now 
only T add, that ncither under the Galp:1 Covenant can Eternal Lite 
be obtained , without a fincere and ſerious endeavour to keep the 
Commands perfcly : Bat ſurely if the perfe keeping of the Com- 
mandmenty were a Fundamental of the Goſpcl Covenant,our ranting 
Millionaries,and their diflolute Prolclytes,migat deſpair of ſalvation. 
Pag. 87. and $88. .it's enquired , Whether every Fundamental can be 
fo clearly proved by Scripture, that the words.caunot be-obviouſly and , 
literally taken in another ſenſe. 
Anſrwo, Every Fundamzntal may be-fo convincingly proved. from 
Scripture, that no rational perſon can upon ſolid ground contra- 
di& the evidence. thereof , clſe. the.Scripture ſhauld-not be able to 
make us wiſe unto ſalvation, 2 Tim- 3+ i5. I- deny not but a wran- 
gler may i:npoſe pzrverſe glotles upon the clearelt words in Scrip» 
ture, or out of .Scriptare,, aSthat petulant Romanilt R aynaudus gave 
a ſpecimen of .his miſchievous Acumen , by impoſing blaſphemous 
gloſſes upon alt the. Articles of. the. Creed but this only proceeds 
from ill diſpaled minds, and. neither: impzaches the clearneſs of 
Scripture, as to- Fundamentals... nor .the. certainty..of aur belick of 
them. Bat, ſays he, pz. 58. thoſe words., This is my body, ſignifie, 
and that moſt obviouſly and litterally, that Chriſts.Body is really in 
the Sacrament : Like as when 1 lay , this is a piece of Gold , this is a 
piece of Silver , theſe words litterally fiznifie real Gold and Silver. 
Anſwer, Thoſe words, This is my. body, cannot fignihe. the Popith - 
tranſbbſtantiated Preſence. of the Bady of Chrilt without a manifeR .. 
contradiction, as ſhalt appear cap. 5, Thcſe other Propofitions, this. 
2s a piece of Gold ,' this is apiece of >Si}ver , not b:ing productive of 
the Silver and the Gold , as Ramanilts athrm. theſe: words, this 3s 
my body, to b2 productive of the Body of Ciritt in the Sacrament, 
are not- paxallz} to the. Propalition under. debate: But, I will not. 
here anticipate that which, is.to be handled at more length, ap. 56: 
Paz 103, heasks, If it be a Fundamental to believe the $ criptuye 
#%;02.the Word of God, whic3\layshe) Auſtin believed. upon Traditions 
Anſw. 1 grant 1tis a Fundamental, as a Fundamental.is cakea for the 
Rule of Faith, which makes..us believe all.the.xeſt ; And fo indeed 
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ze-.i5 a principle having arr intrinſick' evidence of its Divine Original, 
- as] endeavoured to ſhew in its proper-place, yet I confeſs that our 
minds are prepared, by the motives of credibility, ( whereof Tra- 
dition 1s one )) to givea ſupernatural aſſent to the Scriptures 'as the 
Word of God, and this is all which Auf affirmed as to this thing, 
as hath been already cleared, Here itis to be noted, that though I 
call the Scriptufe a Fundamental, as being the Rule of Faith , yet I 
mean not, that the belief of this written Inſtrument is abſolutely 
neceſſary in 211 caſes to falvation 3 for who doth not know that of 
Tren. libs 3+ cap» 4+ Multe gentes. Barbarorym credunt in Chriftum fine 
charaCtcre vel atramento , '3«e, many Nations of the Barbarians be- 
lieve on Chrift without. this writing of holy” Scripture. Scripture is 
indeed the principal and ordinary Rule of Faith, yet it is wot the 
only mean by which the Dc&rines contained in Scripture receive E- 
vidence 3 Yea, the complex of the Fundamentals of Chriſtianity car- 
ry with therwſelves an. intrinfick Evidence of their own Divine Ori- 
ginals , as hath been alſo held forth jn cap. 3. Sothat if they wha 
arc invincibly ignorant of the Scriptures , ſhould upon the Veracity 
of God,believe the DoArines of Chriſtianity contained in Scripture, 
and walk accordingly, they ſhould:be ſaved even as we. But what 
(faith the Pampbleter) if one ſhould receive the New Teſtament, as 
coutaining ſufficiently. all Fundamentals, and reje& the Old 3 with 
Manichees, adrpit of forme Evangels, but not others with Ebionits ? 
Anſw. He ſhould deny a Pyinciple of Divinity; and therefore we 
ſhould diſpute againſt him , partly ex coxceſſis, from theſe Scriptures 
which he admits, and partly as with an Infidel from the common 
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motives of. credibility , which may contribute to the conviction of 


an Infide},though they alone be not a ſufficient ground of divine Faith. 

Pag, 104+ heasks, What if one ſhould deny the Word ,- the Name, 
and definition of. 2 Sacrament, the keeping of Sunday, maintain Rebap» 
3i12ation , affirm one Perſon in the God: head, with Sabellius, or two in 
Chri(t, with Neſtorius , whieb are not in-expreſs -words in Scripture. 
Anſw. 11 We mult diſtioguiſh betwixt. names, and thingsz we ſay 
nat, that names or words are Fundamentals of Religion, elſe the di- 
verlity of Languages ſhould make: diverkity ' of Religions. It's but a 
pieviſh. bumour to quarrel at words, when the things ſignified there 
by are found in Scripturez it were enough to ſay to ſuch, as 1 Cor» 
11+ 16. If any will be contentious, we have no {uch cuſtom, nor the 
Churches of God, Av»ſw. 2; Fundamentals may be contained:clearly 
i0-Scriptare, though not in-<xpreis werds3'-and ſo the Pamphleter 
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dither, ignorantly or wilully miſtakes the very ſtate of the queſtion ; 
.T hope theſe truly Fundamental Articles of the Merits and SatisfaQti> 
on of Jeſus Chriſt, will not be denied to be contained clearly in Scrip- 
cure, thoughthoſe words be not at all rherez and therefore I fay, 
a]l thoſe errors mentioncd in the Objection,: may be, upon the mat- 
ter, confuted by Scriptare.,-2s L have ſhewed concerning 'fome of 
them cap. 3+ And the like might be done astorhe reſt, it I were not 
loth to blot Paper with impertinent-Controverlics. | 
Before I leave this queſtion, 1 muſt yet take notice of three te* 
ſtzmonies objeQed by the Pamphicter,. pag, #03» from Chryſojt, Epi- 
phan, and Auſtin :. For though they were long ago objected by Bell, 
lib. 4- de verbs Nei e4p+ 7+ and have been tully:vindicated by Chaney, 
I/hittaker, Davenant, Strange &Fe. yet they are here propounded, as 
it nothing had bcen replycd to them ; I begin with the laft trom 
Auſtin, 135. 5. de bapt. contra D.nat, cape 23+ becauſe in it the Pam- 
phleter lays, that Aultin affirms a Fundamental, uzmely, Infant bap- 
tiſm not to becont2ined in Scripture, This citation demonſtrates, that 
the Pamphleter has never read Auftin 3 for in that cp. he has nothing © 
of the Baptiſm of Infants, but only ſays, that the cuſtom of'not 
rcbaptizing thoſe who had been baptized by Hereticks, was Teccived 
by Tradition : Neither is this a Fundamental , clfe S. Cyprian had 
erred Fundamentally., who (ti]l adhered to his Opinion ot Rebapti- 
Zation, though as Anftin mn that (ame cap. ſays , 'he were preſſed, 
both with the cultom.ot the Church , and Pope Stephens Authority, 
tO the contrary : Nor could Au/tiz mean , that the cuſtom of the 
Church in this thing was not warranted by Scriptural Authority, 
tor frequently he dx{putes that ſame: point. of -Rebaptization againſt 
the Douatiſts trom Scripture, as 13%. 1; cape 7 lib. 28 cap, 14. lib. 4. 
c1Þ. 7. 2:4» libs 54 C4Þn 4 lib. Go: cape. © ev conſequently | Auitin only 
incant, that there was no expres prohibition of Rebaptization in 
zerminis, Cr that there couldmo example trom Scripture be produced 
of receiving one jato the Ciiurch , who had bcen baptized by a He- 
rctick, withc ut Rebaptizatioa: Both which we grant; and yet af- 
firm with Aujtizy' and the Catholick Charch, that Scripture affords 
1athcient ground/againft Rebaptwations 72 he bs © 
His other teſtimony is from Epiphar.: Hereſe'61. we mult uſe Tra- 
diterns , for the Scriptures have nor all.” Tathis it'sanfwered, that E- 
pipbh.doth nit there ſpeak of Fundamentals. The point which heis al- 
Kring , hat it's a finLatiervfbwrd Virginity, to Marry , which is 
a truih 3, tor Either there /is-in. im. voring Qrathly ,- nor conſidering 
what 
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what ſtrength there is to perform, or by breaking the Vow unne- 
 ceſlarily , if there be ſtrength to abitain. Yet Epipoanius in the ame 
place affirms , that in the caſe of Vowed Virginity, it's beter to 
Marry, than ſecretly to Fornicate , or as hee reſt it, orcuetss Ja* | 
culis ſauciari y the contrary whereof is afſerted. by Bell. Cofter, and 
other Romaniſts : However, 1hope Romaniſts are not (© large in 
their Fandamentals, as to make that one, But ſecondly «it's an- 
ſwered by D. Strang, lib. 2. de B 4. hy 21+ page 546+ that Epi- 
phanizs doth not there ſpeak of ſimply unwritten Traditions, for that - 
unwritten aſſertion of the {infulneſs of Marriage , after a Vow of 


Virginity, he there confirms from that Scripture, 1 Tim. 5. 11-and 
therefore he mult call it unwritten, only ze7e 714 becaulc it's not ſet 
down expreſly, and in zerminis in Scripture ; albeit it may conſe- 
quentially be deduced from it. I add thirdly and laſtly , though 
Scripture contain all Fundamentals, yet there may be mich uſe of 
Tracittons, as a motive of credibility,.to introduce Faith, or toclear 
the meaning of Scriptures, or about hiftorical things, &c. #5 
In this thi:d place I take notice of that teftzmony of Chryſ/t. in 
2 Theſ. 2. where he ſays, that the Apftles did not deliver all things by 
writing. Is this the preſent queſtion , whether the Apoſtles did aeli- 
ver ali things ju writing? No ſurcly, bat whether all Fundamentals, 
or all things necc[ary to ſalvation, be committed to writing. Now 
Chryſ".'in the place ciced has nothing to the contrary of that , nay . 
Hom. 3. on that 2 Epiſt. to Theff. cap. 2. he expreſly athcms , that all 
things neceflary are clearly revealed in'Scriptme , conſequently he 
cannot mean that there be ſome Fundamentals nor contained in Scrip- 
ture, unlels he did contradict himſelf, This is cnough to d:{cover, 
_ that the teſtimony of Chryſ./#. "does not milicate againſt our preſent 
Aſſertion, whether Ciryzſuſt. mean by thoſe things which he ſays the 
Apottles wrote not , onty Rituals, as Chamier conceives, Pauſtrar, 
Tom. 1. lib. 9, cap 19+ Sett. 3+ or the particular examples of the pi- 
ous lives of Apoſtolick perſons, which might be. conveyed down to 
theſe tires by Tradition, as Rivet fuppoſes in Cath1l, Orthodox. 
tral. xe queſt. g. or Traditive.Expoſitions of dithcalt Scriptures, O- 
rally delivered by the Apoliles, as Chillinzgworth infinuates in his de- 
tence of D. Pytzer cz. 3+ Sed. 46. is npt our concern at preſent to 
enquire. As Chriſt did many things which are not written , {0 is it 
probable that the Apoſtles taught the Churches many things Orally, 
and particularly did expound to them dithailt places in thcir own 
wricings. Butas the memory of the unwritten works of our Savi- : 
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our is quite loſt, ſo alſo have the Traditive.Expoſitions of difficult 
Scriptures periſhed many Ages ago , inſomuch. that the Ancient Fa» 
thers are broken into many different Qpinions concerning obſcure 
Scriptures: -By which it appears, that. Records are-a more faithful 
keeper than Reports, Had the knowledge of the unwritten works 
of ourSaviour, or of the Tradicive Expoſitions of: Scriptures, given 
by the Apoſtles, been preſerved , they ought to have been firmly be« 
lieved » but ſecing God has permitted the memory of them to be 


loſt , he hath alſo freed us from the obligation of-.believing them, 
' And ſo much of the ſecond queſtion; I now - proceed to | 


:SECT. 117. 


' Whether all be Fundamentals which the Church i 
Fundamental. 


[A Nfwer negatively : But the Pamphleter, page 91, and 92. and 
'A and other Jeſuited Romaniſts affirm. - Where it mufi be obſer« 
ved how grofly the'Pamphleter does mifrepreſent the Kate of the 
queſtion , pap. 90, 91.25 if the queſtion betwixt us were , Whether 
a main may either ſuſpend bis aſſent , or poſitively diſſent from leſſer 
things, when they are rtvealed by God, and propounded to bim by'the 
ſame Authority , with the moſt neceſſary Articles of Faith. And ne 
charges Proteſtants as maintaining the afhrmative part-of the queſti- 
on, as thus ſtated. But this is a' notorious: prevarication : For. all 
. Proteſtants do acknowledge , that we are bound to believe whatever 
God is pleaſed to reveal uuto us3 yea, not to aſſent tothe leaſt mate- 
rial object of-Faith , when it is known that God has revealed it ; 
werean impeaching of the 'Veracity of God , and ſo hainous a tre- 
ſpaſs, that if continued in , ſhould affuredly damn, eternally. Nay 
: further, as acute M. Chilliygworth obſerves, Part. 1. cap. 3+ Secs 15+ 
He that believes, though erroniouſly, any thing to be revealed by 
God, and yet will contradi& it, is hainouſly guilty of derogation 
. from the Veracity of God. The molt that Prorettants affirm ( to' 
which all ſolid Chriftians ever aſſented)) is., that through the weak- 
neſs of our underſtanding , we not being able to penetrate all truths 
divinely revealed , we may ſometimes: ſuppole that not to be re- 
vealed by God, which is revealed by him , or that to be revealed by. 
him, which is not revealed, *In this caſe (which was Cyprians in- the 
. matter.of Rebaptization ) it a man'bclicve.f'mly, not only the Ve-. 
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"racity of God , and be ready to aſſent to the particular truth where- 
of now he doubts , if he: knew it were revealed by God , but alfo . 
'believes the moſt weighty Articles of the Chriſtian Faith; we ſay, 
in that caſe, our Lord doth en pardon the miebelief of (mal. 
er materia} objes of Faith , which through infirmity are misbe- 
lieved. _ This we have already confirmed: by Scripture and Antiqut- 
ty, Sed. 1» Laying aſide therefore his falſe ftate of the queſtion, the 
trye ſtate of the queſtion is, whether whatever the'Churctrpropoſes 
as an Article of .Faith muſt be believed under pain of damnation, and 
conſequently is to be held as a Fundamental, fo as without the belief 
thereot no ſalvation can be had; in this indeed we maintain the Ne- 
gative, and. my Adverſary, and Jeſuited Romaniſts, the Affirmative. 
That this is the true ſtate of the queſtion , may be evicted from the 
Pamphleter himſelf : For after his deceitful miſrepreſentations of 
the queſtion, at length he comes above board, pag. 92. thus : The 
Church ( (aith he) jn ber publick, Decrees of General C-uncils, ſtrikes 
with the Thunder-bolt of Gods Curſe and Excommunication, all ſuch as 
refuſe to believe any one point decided to be of Faith , which ſhe could 
not juſtly do, if every Article ſhe declares were not neceſſarily to be believ- 
ed, wben known to be decided by her : It's therefore the decifion by her 
thatlays the neceſlity of believing upon ſouls. Yet it would be fur- 
ther noted , that by the Church , Romaviſts underſtand the Roman 
Church , or Church in Communion with the Pope , acknowledging 
his Headſhip and Univerſal Supremacy : And becauſe the diffulive 
Body of theeRoman!Church cannot all aſſemble to define Controver- 
fies of Religion, ther for it muſt be underſtood of her repreſentatives, 8 
ſceing Conciliay repreſentatives are very rare,andthe ſenfſ: of theirCa- 
nons are obnoxious to various debates; therefore this power of deter- 
mining and impeſiog Fundamenta)s, (though the Pamphleter in the 
words cited {ce only to ſpeak of Councils ) muſt at length be re- 
ſolved into the Pope, I wrong them not. Here Jcſuit Grerſer, ſpeak- 
ing in name of the reſt, in defenſe Bell. lib. 3. de verb. Dez cap. 10. 
Colwm. 1 4.50» When we affirm (\aith he) the Church to be the Fudge of 
all Controverſies of Faith , by the Church we underſtand the Biſhep. of 
Rome , who for thetime being governs the Ship of the Militant Church. 
The queſtion is then , whether all that the Biſhop of Rowe injoyns, 
ex Cathedra, and as matters of Faith, muſt be believed, becauſe he in» 
joyns it, and that under pain of Everlaſting Damnation , the Jeſui- 
ted Party athrm, we deny: It's not the misbelieving what Scripture 
ſays, but what the Roman Church or Pope faith , rhat according to 
theſe men, docs condemn Soul:. G i 
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I ſhall pot inſiſt upon a large conſutation of this abſurd Dodrine, 
which cannot but ruine with itsown weight , not being ſupported 
with any (olid ground3. ovly take. theſe brief hints, 1. The Catho- 
Hick Church, inall-hert Repreſentatives,« ſince the- Apoſtolick: Age, is 
fallible,- as I demonſtrated by many arguments Caps 2+ St '2- and 
may injoyn Erxours for Apticlcs of Faith 3 Ergo, all that the Repre- 
leptatives of the Catholick Church jvjoyn a5 Articles of Faith ,/are 
[not to be held ,as Fundamentals. This one - argument! is ſufficient to. 
'overturn_ that -Romiſh Structure,.: But 2- It's 'an intollerable Cata- 
chrelis to affirm-the Romiſh Church, much more the Pope, to be-the 
Catholick C hurch , or ro attribute the peculiar. priviledges of the 
Catholick Church to the Roman, or to the Pepez by as good reaſcn . 
thcy might affirm Tra'y, or Tome, to be the. whole: World; and: pre- 
dicate that of Rome which is peculiar to the whole World , *Ergo, 
though it were granted that the Catholick Church, or. her Repreſcn> . 
tatives, had power jnfallibly to determine Fundamentals of-Faith, 
it does not follow, that this is the- privilcdge of the Roman Church, . 
or Pope of Rome, as our Adverſarics afixrm. 3. Evcry thing that 
God himſelf reveals tn .Scripture is not a. Fundamental of Faith, 
Ergo, far leis every. thing that the Church propoſes : .The ſ:quel is 
evident for if there be any reaſon why every thing propoſed by. 
the Church ſhould be Fundainental , this muſt necds be it , becauſe 
as Romaniſts afhrm , what the Church ſays, God himſelt ſays ; But 
this reaſon .cannot be cogent, for beyond all peradventure, what is 
revealed in Scripture 1s revealed by God himſelt 3.and yet both Pro» 
teſtants and Papiſts acknowledge, that all revealcd in Scripture ts nut- 
Fundamental , therctore neither can all propoſed by the Church be. 
Fundamental. ' This argument concludes, that though ſhe were in» 
fallible, as Scripture truly.is, yet would it not follow, that all her 
definitions were Fundamentals of Faith, Ir may be here obje&ed, . 
that he. who knowsa truth to be-contajned .in Scripture, aud yet 
misbelieves it, erres Fundamentally > therefore alſo it the Church be 
infallible , he who misbclieves any point which he knows to be. pro» 
pounded by her, erreth likew ile. Fandamentally. Not to mention 
that this objeRtion proceeds upon the ſuppolition of the Infallibility 
of the Church , the falſhood whereof, I hope, has already beenevid- 
ed, I anſwer, that he indged erreth Fundamentally ,, who: misbs- 
heves the leaft truth which he knows to-be;contained in Scripture, 
provided he know the Divine Original of that Scripture 3 yet not: ſo 
much for misbelicying that particular truth (tor in other circumfian« 
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ces it may be misbelieved without a Fundamental errour )'as for his 
explicite misbelicf of the Veracity of God , whick renders the.'man 
an Infide], 'But, I hope, Romaniſts themſe]ves-will- not fay , that-if 
Cardinal Cajetzz , who queſtioned the Divine Authority of the-E- 
piſtle to the Hebrews , had thereupon misbelieved: ſome particular 
Propoſition which he acknowledged tobe contained in that Epiltle, 
had erred: Fundamentally ; and conſequently, though the Church 
were infallible, as ſhe is not , yet if he who.queſtioned her Infallibi- 
lity ſhould alſo misbelieve what he knew to be. propounded by her, 
he ſhould not crr Fundamentally :. For in ſo doing , he would not 
explicitly queſtion the Veracity of God, as -in the firſt caſe. 44 If 
the Propola's of the Church made Articles Fundamental ; ergo, after. 
the Churches definition, the Chriſtian Religion ſhould be efſentially 
different from what it was before, contrary to Epheſ” 4, there is but 
on? Faith: The ſequel is evident, becauſe after that definition of the 
Church , there ſhould be Fundamentals or Eſ:ntials in Religion 
which were not before. And from this it follows, the now-Roman 
Religion is eſſentially different from the old Chrittian Religion : For 
by the new cefinitions of their Church , they haye made many-E(- 
ſentials which the Ancient Church never knew, as I demonſtrated 
againft M. Demfter, Paper 4» 5.1 argue with: Learned Ms Stilliug- 
fleet thus : The Church is a Church before the paſt out her detiniti- 
on , ergo, by her definition ſhe makes no: Fundamentals: The (cquel 
is proved, becaule the Church cannot be a Church without the be- 
lief of all Fundamentals; ergo, whatever definition ſhe paſſes poſte= 
riour to her being a Church, is none of the Fundamentals. EW. 
the Author of Proteſtancy without Principles , Diſcourſe 3+ cap» 6+ 
See. 19. ſupercilioufly undervalues this argument ot D. Siilling- 
fleet , ſuppoſing he hath evided the nullity thereof by this ſimule : 
As ina Kingdom or Commonwealth , after the ſettlement of ſme grezt 
matters ( 1 ſuppoſe he means the. Fundamental Laws ) they may 
thereafter procced to make new Lans , ſorhe conccive: it to be in the 
Church. But the taculty of that Jcſ{u't lies in throwing a Feather to 
the ground with high confidence. Two things ( if 1 miſtike nor) 
may diſcover the lameneſs and impcrtinency of the Jeſuits fim.l: : 
And firſt it's beyond doubt, that after the ſettlement of the Fanda- 
mental] Laws of a Ringdom, the King and Parliament have a Le: 
gitlative Power to crcate new Laws, not only to declare what 
Laws formerly were in being, bat to give a being to Laws which 
tormerly had none. But the more Judicious Romaniſts deny , that 
L 2 tc 
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the Repreſentatives of the Catholick Church, far lefs of the Roman, 
Or:a Pope, have power to make Articles of Faith which were not, 
bat-that their power is only declarative of Articles of iFaith which 
formerly were, So Alphonſws 2 Caſtro dc hereſe lib. 1. cap; $:.Valens 
tia in Part, 3+ Aiſp 1+ queſt, 1+ punt. 6. and. Azor. Part, 2+ Moral; 
lib. 5. cap, 3+ quelt« 2+ yea, fo much is acknowledged by E.I. hime 
ſelf, Seff. 22. Hence when lately D. Taylor in his Diſſwaſive, cap. x. 
SeF. 2. concluded the impiety. of the Romiſh Religion , becauſe jt 
did attribute to the Romiſh Church, 5. e. the Pope, power to make 
Articles of Faith, contrary both to Scripture ,. Gal. 1. 8. and to. the. 
third Occumenick Council at Epheſus; It was repiyed to him by a, 
Romanift, that they only give to the Church a declarative power, to. 
declare what be Articles of Faith. If the Church have.only..a decla- 
rative. power , then ſhe has not fuch power to make Articles of 
Faith, as theKingand Parliament have to make Laws-to the King. 
dom : or if ſhe have power to make Articles of Faith, then D-1ay- 
lor's Charge of impiety ftands in force againit Romaniſts- They may. 
chuſe which of the-cwo abſurdities they wil! run upon, But ſecond= 
ly, it the King and Parlizment ſhould add to the Fundamental: 
Laws a Kingdom, whenaddition were made to them .; thereafter. 
the Conſtitution of the Kingdom ſhould in ſo far be al:ered,, and-: 
dificrent from what.it was , . conſequently .if. the Church ſhould add 
to the Funda:nentals of Faith , the Chriſtian R«] 1g10n ſhould c{cntis- 
ally vary from what it was before : Nay, if the Church may add to . 
Fandamentals, and make that Fundamental which was not Fundas« 
mental , why might ſhe not pair from th:m.alſo., and make thoſe 
things ceaſe to be Fundamentals which were Fundamenta's, and (o-. 
overturn all Chriſtianity , and. make it a quite different thing from.. 
what it was, But the Unity.of the Chriſtian Religion, and of the. 
Catholick Church, prove convincingly, that the Fandamentats of the. 
Chriſtian Religion are always the fſamc, 'and unalterablc. Sixthly 
. and laſtly , The abſurditics of this Romiſh Dodtrine may appear by. 
the impous conlcqueauices which flow from ic : AF 1. The 1MPpEerious , 
Wu; ation of on part of the Catholick Church, namcly, of the. 
Cnurch o! Rome, hcy Popes or. Councils , over the, whole Catho-: 
I:cK, by this (he .aſſumecs a mighty yoveraignty over the.Conſcienccs - 
ot all the Worid, to impoſt on them Fundamental Articles of Faith, 
winch Chit cever authorizcd her to do. 2. It ctabliſhes a moi prievs - 
ous vclufin : thus ſh: cots offtrom the Carholick Church, as H.reticks - 
OL p-1{cns creing luncamentally , 31! who cannot ſubmit to her he- 


retical 


retical Decrees. -3, It makes Romaniſts unchriſtiatily uncharitable, 
and to conclude, that a?] ſhall bedamncd , which, do not with 10z- 
| char couch down under the burdens which ſhe impoſeth. 4. Hence 

alſo it is that they abuſe the World wich an implicite Faith, if they 
be \in a readineſs to believe what is impoſed by their Church, it's e- 
nough , though they know little in particular what ſhe has impo- 
ſed yea, fome ſay , though explicitly they believe nothing Nay 
Jolet lib. 4--de inftrud, Sacerd. cap. 3. If a Cruntry man, faith he, bee 
lieve- bis Biſhop propimnding ſome Hererical Doftrine about the Articles 
of Faith, he meritetb by believing , though i be an errony, becauſe be 
is bonnd to believe , until it manifeſtly appear that it 3s againſt the 
Church. O dreadful impiety ! Shall it be not only not fintul , but 
meritorious to belicve Lyes , when it but {ems to be the D>&trine 
ofthe Romiſh Church ? 

The abſurdity of the Romiſh Aﬀertion being now ſufficiently e- 
viged , our. Doctrine, upon the other hand, may be clcar 3 viZ- that 
thoſe Articles are only to he held for Fundamentals, on which Scrip- 
ture hath put a charaQer of necellity : for the 2Ppointment of Fun- 


damental Articles, or the preſcribing of the neceflary conditions for - 


obtaining Eternal Life, dependeth wholly upon the good pleaſure of 
God 3 and therctore are to he gathered from the Scripture , which 
are the compleat Rule of Faith, and deliver to us the whole Coun- 
ſel of God, concerning our Salvation. But this ]:ſait mall needs be 
| 1» prevaricating 3 and therefore P43. 86. he brings ja this as a cha- 
racer given by me of a Fundamental ; if it be commanded to be be- 


lieved by all. But never did 1 affert any (uch thing, nor did 1 ev<cr - 


think, that a _meecr neceffxy of Precept does infer a point to be Fun- 


damentalz weare commanded to bclieve Articles of Faith, whether 
integral or Fundamental : But in this js the difference, that Funda- - 
mentals are allo neceflary , neceſſitate medii & finis , by necelli:y of 


the means, and of the end: fo as Salvation cannot beattained with» 
out the b:lick thereof , neither isany thing to be held a; ſuch, unlcts 
the Scripture, Wiich is the adequate Rule of Faith , put a character 
of necetlity thereupon. 

 From:what has been 13i4 Ideduce this 
of the Catholick Church (tands in the unity of FunJarnentals , 
and conſequently though there be. diverſity 0 


Churches , yet it: the Fundamentals be preſerved , they all make up 


one Catholick Church ; the Greek Church , Walienſes, Wicklcv'jts, 
an! Hegites may diticr from us is integrals, yet if the Fundim 
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Coro'lary, that-the unity / 
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Lals be held. by all, we make up one Catholick Church. Hence alſo - 
It may be judged, whether Romanifts, or we be the; true Catholick .. 
Church. We own all for Members of; the Catholick Church, who. 
own the Fundamentals, and ſuperadd nothing deſtrufQive thereunto ; 
* But they exclude all who are not of the prelent Roman. Faith , ex- 
preſſed in the formula: fidei of Pius the Fourth, or in that Engliſh 
confecfſion of Faith annexed to H, T. his Manual of Controverties, . 
reprinted at Doway 167 1, many copies whereof:were lately appre. . 
hended at Leith, .and- conſequently they rend/themlelves from the 


greater part of 'the Chriſtian Church, 
SECT. IV. 


Whether was it neceſſary for the deciſion of the queſtion betwixt Mr. 
Dempſter, and the Author, to determine the preciſe number of Fun» 


damentals. 
ARE negatively : for 1. the particular queſtion betwixt him. 
and me, when he turned to that uſual to pick and ſubters 

tuge of Romaniſts concerning the preciſe number ;of Fundamentals, 
was whether the Scriptures do clearly. contain all things neceſſary 
to Salvation. But this general, as I told in; my iixth paper, p2g. 92. 
may be proved without an induction and preciſe enumeration of 
all Fundamentals, and this T made out by clear Scriptures which 
he. never once examined, But 2. take the controverhie betwixt 
Mr. Dempſter and me. in the greateſt latitude, It was concerning the: 
religion of Proteſtants , and not of the particular ſentiments . of. 
this or that Proteſtant Author , ſeeing therefore as I told in my 
tenth Paper pag. 219. that the Reformed Churches in their harmo- 
ny of Confeſhons had not determined that preciſe Catalogue,thould, 
I have pitched upon it, I had left my work to follow a tergiver- 
ſing Vagrant, 3. Asit was not neceſſary, fo neither was it ex- 
pedicnt, that 1bcing a private perſon, ſhould take on me to define 
the preciſe Catalogue of Fundamentals, and the rather ſceing the 
Romiſh Charch extenging the number of Fundameatals too farr 
hath Schiſmatically ſeparated her ſelf from the body: of the Ca- 
tholick Ckurch , Nor go 1 know any th ng u.ore deiiructive to 
the publick peace of the Church, then the raſh and unadviſed de- 
termination of Fundamentals, for by that means whoever acknows« 
Icdge: not all tacſe , are in the judgement of {uch perſons cx. 
cluded 


: q 
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cluded:from the: Catholigk. Charch: agd Salvation, excellently Gaid) 
Lnther LF cited by. Mr . Baxt Saints-reft 4. partie af 138, Edit. 
4s #1h11 peſtilentius in ecelefia ocer. poteſt, quam fi ea que neceſſaria . 
non ſunt neceſſaria fiant, bac enim tirannide conſeientie illaqueantnr & 
libertas fidei extingnitur, 4.lf a man believe ca temontals chongh he 
cannot, preciſcly diſtinguiſh chem, from integrals he may. be laved. 
Can Romanilts for all the noiſe they -make; about . Fundamentals 
define the preciſe number of them, why then being ſo often requir- 
cd,particularly by learned Chillingworth and Tillotſon as 1 inftanced 
paper. 7+ page 122: have they never done. it? yea Dr. Holden ins A- 
nal. fids lib 1+ cap. 4s, athrms it to be unreaſonable to demand it, 
and impoſſible to perform it, , But 5. Its, an, impudent falſ hood 
-which this Pamphleter often repeats in his 5; Scion, that Thad 
affirmed that the number of Fundamest 21s cannot be determined, let him - 
inſtance the place without varying my words, when I did afirm 
this, Nay I was ſo far from it that 1 challenged Mr, Dempſter of the 
ſame untruch paper. 7- pag. 122; But Jcſuits will not bluth, though 
deprehended in tuch Peccadillo's. All his pretext for this, is from a 
ecitimony of Mr. Chill;ugwortb part. 1. cap- .« Sed. 13+ cited by me, 
whexein that Author affirms, that more may be neceſſary to the 
Salvation of ſome then of others, and th.refore t-call for a preciſe Cata*» 
logue of points neceſſary to the Salvation of every one, were as if one 
jk euld call for a diall to ſerve all meridians, or for a coat to ſerve the 
Myron in all ber changes. Concerning which teſtimony -] deſire - 
theſe things to be noted, x, This Pamphleter, as if he had been 
left to divine concerning the Author cf that tcſtimony, ſpeakes as 
one that gave aſpecimen. of his great reading, ſaying Mr, Chilling= 
werth, is the May , as I conceite,, and yet J had in my tenth +: 
paper paZe. 219, Dot only named Chillingwerth, but. pointed at Cap 
and Sed where, this tettimony. was, to be found. 2, This was 
Mr. Chillingwortbs aſſertion not mine, The moſt 1 (aid of it, was 
paper. 6+ page 92+ Whit if it ſhould be added, that more is 1c- 
quilite to the Salvativn of one. then another, whereupon a grezt 
Divine, whom I by name: expreſfed paper. 10. pag. 2ig. fparcd 
'Not. to ſay, &'cs But I'did not pofitivly. owa bis aflertion.. "Yet. : 
3». it may f(afcly. be. ſaid. that. more may b- r:quired to the Sal- 
vation of one then. of another, and that its as impoſſible to dc=- - 
termine, a Catalogue of. truths reccſfary to the. Salvation of c« 
very ane, as to. find out a dial to (ſerve all .Meridjans, or a coat 
to ſerve the Moon 1nall her changes, and yet not be. impoljible to - - 
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. deterttiine Fundamentals properly and firitly ſocalled. For clearing 
_ of this,” it wonld bc "conſidered that'there 'be'two Kkinds' of truths 
neceſſary to Salvation, ſome 'primarly, fimply, and abſolutely, with- 
out the explicitc belict whereof no adult perſon can be ſaved, 
and theſe are ftridly taken Fundamentals, othersare onely necefla« 
_ ry ſecundum quid, and Secumdarily, as when a point of truth isdif- 
covered to be revealed by God, though in it ſelf it be not ab- 
. ſolely neceſſary, yet in theſe circumſtances a man cannot disd-lieye 
it, or impugn it, and continue therein, without throwing him- 
feif upon damnation. For to oppuiga known truth is a fin, 
which'without repentance neceſfarily infers danmation. On this 
account Mr. Chilliagworth ſaid that the preciſe number of neceſſa« 
ry truths could not be determined 3 becauſe one may fee more of 
the material obje&s of Faith to be revealed than another, and fo 
more may be neceflary to the Salvation of one than of another, and 
conſequently its impolfible th:t a certain number for all ſhould be 
determined, and fo much alſo is acknowledged by Dr. Vane, Lift 
Sheep cap. $. pag. $8. Yet this concludes no impotlibility of dercr- 
mining the number of che firſt kin4 of neceſſary truths , without 
the explicite belief whereof no adult perſon may be ſaved, though 
I neithcr judge it neceſſary nor*expedicnt to be done by me a- 
the preſent, perhaps alſo an Article of religion may be more clear 
ly revealed..then the Fnndamentaly of it, for though it be abſulut- 
ly neceſſary to Salvation that Fundamentals be believed, yet its 
not abſolutely neceſſary, that every Fundamental be believed, under 
this reduplication, as a Fundamental. Among other realons, why 
it hath pleaſcd the Lord not to reveal the Fundamentality of all 
Fundamentals as clearly, as the Articles themſclvcs, this may be one, 
leſt people refting on the knowledg of Fundamentals, ſhould 
be 1£(5 ſolicitous in ſearching after other divine truths, which though 
not of abſolute r<ceſlity, yet are very precious. It.will be time 
_ to anſwer his ſquibs and raillery, from the changes of the Moon, 
when he has- viadicated not oaly their own Mitlionaries who are 
known for moſt part to be a company of Apoltace Runnagado's, 
b.it allo the body of ctr religion and miſſal trom multitarious 
changes, which ſome have not unkfitly reſembled to a beggars coat 
patched, up, at ſundry times of clouts of many colours. 

But how ſhall it be known ( ſaith the Pamphletcr pag $5. )that 
Proteſtants do a gree in Fundamentals, if the preciſe uumber thereof 
cannot be kuown ? It might be reply ſuthcient co appzal che ad- 
verſary 
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verlary to give one inſtance of a Fundamental wherein Proteſtants 
| do not agree? Sure there is no Fundamental, which is not owned 
by ſome Socjety of Chriſtians,-elſe there: ſhould be 'no' true Chri« 
{tian Church in the World, but let the dogmaticalls ofall the Chri- 
{tian Churches in the world be ſearched, . ſhall not one be found 
about which Proteſtants are not agrecd,-- but' upon: accurat triall , 
it may be made appear that its either falſe, or at caſt not fimply 
Neceſlary to Salvation. - Conſequently it may be made evident that 
. Proteftants do agree in Fundamentals without determining the preciſe 
number of them, Nay the violent oppoſition made to the Re- 
formed Churches by Papifts and other adverſatics, are no ſmall con- 
firmation that we hold all the Fundamentals, for ſurely if we did deny 
any Fundamental, our enemies, who wait for our halting, and love to 
grate upon our ſores, would have laid it forth convincingly» before the 
World, which none of them having been able to do,itis morc then pro- 
bable that the Reformed Churches hold all the Fundamentals.But who 
faid that the number of abſolute Fundamentak cannot-be pitched up+ 
on ? Surely never I, learned Proteſtants ſuch as Crakantborp, Stilling» 
fleet and D. Taylor ſpare nor to ſay that they are contained in t 
Apoſtolick Creed, they judge it very probable that the ancient Church 
ſuppoſed the Fundamene.ls to be contained in their Creeds, tbe Apo- 
flolick, Nicene , Atbanafian, and that of Conflantinople, It it be to, 
then ſurely Proteſtants agree in Fundamentals for to all theſe Proteſt» 
ant; do ſubſcribe and that in the very ſenſc,wherein the ancient,Church 
took them. But Romaniſts have added many Fundementals not 
' contained inthele Creeds, and altogether unknown to the ancient 
Chureh; therefore they difagree from the ancient Church in Fun+ 
damentals, yea and among themſelves alſv.. Can they ſo much as 
agree, what is that Church into whole ſenten:e faith is*to rcfolved ? 
] ad4 further if there be folidicy in that rule laid down by Edward 
Foxler in his deſign of Chriftianity Se&. 3. Cap. 21+ viz. that be be- 
lievd all Fundamentalszwho upon accuras ſearch can ſay that be is ſincerely 
wiling to obey bis Creator and Redeemer in all things commanded by bim, 
that be entertains and harbours no luſt in bis breaſt , that be heartily 
endeavours to bave a right underſtanding of the Scriptures, to know what 
doftrins are delivered therein for bettering of bis ſoul, and the direfion of 
bis life and ations, Iſay,it this be 4-£1id rule, then, certainly, we 
hold all fundamentals of religion , thcre buns. thorow mercy, * 
many thouſands of ſuch ſerious perſons in-the-Retormed Churches, 
who have ſuch a teſtimony 'in their conſcicnces, Yet, 1devy not , 
Aa | oath: 
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at. this rale has necd-to:be welt cal joned, elſc Iam-afraid that 
Avrians, Socinians, and other blaſphemous Hereticks will be ready . | 
to conchude hereupon that they alſo maintam all Fundamentals, and 
therefore I ſpeak of it only in-copjunGion with theſe things which . 
went beforc. To ſhut up. all 'in a word, let all the ſolid "rules Imae, 
ginable be taken for trying, who Have all the Fundamentals of Faith, 
and we decline to be.tried .by-none of them. . Whereas the Popiſh 
Church dare, not adventure to be tryed but. by. that one rule, the 
fa}ſchood.' whereof has in 8e#. 3. becn clearly proved, and is mani+ 
feſily partial. viz+.- that. all and only-thefe things are. to. be | held. 
for Fundamental, which the defrges to be ſuch, ' 


S E.C Te Vs. 


Whether is the Popiſh Religion injurious $0. the Fundamentals: of * Chiin+ 
ftianit y., 


 Nlwer Affirmatively., and that many waycs, for, 1. If aFun-- 
- damental be taken for the rule of Faith, or the principal © 
and adequate ſiandard. according..to which all the material. objeQs. 
of. Faith are to be. meaſured, which is-the Holy Scripture, as was-- 
proved Cape. 3- Then fare. .Romaniſts- erre Fundamentally, for they. 
have ſet up another Foundation and rule-of-Faith, v3z.:the- fen-. 
tence of tacir infallible viſible Jugdge, or. to. ſpeak in- the language: 
of. moſt xenowned Jeſuits, the ſentence of the Pope, hence Bell.' 
lib. 4. de Pontif<Cap. 3. Sea. Secunda Probatur , Petrus, & quilibet: | 
ejus ſucceſſor eft Petra & fundamentumeeclefie, i.e Peter and any ſuce- 
cceding Pope is the Rack and Foundation of the Church, and as. 
gain, alittle after ejus predicatio & confeſſio-oft radix -muxdi, fi ille eras 
ret totus mundus erraret , and Grezter defenſ.” lib. 1. Caps 1, de were .. 
Dei. pag, 16. pro verbo Dei veneramur.& ſuſcipimus, quod nobis pontin. 
fex.ex Cathedra Petri,tanquam ſupremus Chriſtianorum magiſter, omni- 
umque.controverſiarum judex definiendo propoyit i. te» we worſhip as the 
word. of God, what the Pope definitively propounds out-of the Chair: 
of. Peter 2s the ſupreme maſter of all Chriſtians, and Judge of alt con-. 
froverfies. Though they verbally acknowledge the Apoſtolick-: 
Creed, which 15 ſuppoſed by. many ancient and modern authors to 
comprize .the Fundamentals of religion, yet, they pexvert the ſenſe 
thercel, as particularly of that Article of the Catholick Church , 
as if thexe were held_out the Catholiciſm, Jafallibilicy, and pres. 
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macy &e. of the Roman Church, noge of which were everbelieved 
by the ancient Church, fo that to them may be applycd that of 


Anſtin Tom. 3 lib. de fid & Symb. cap x « ſubsipfis pentis in Symbols toh- 


ftitktis plerumiyue Heretici venens [ua occultare conati ſunte. 3, Roma® 


nifts have added thany. Fundamentals neither contained in Scrip- 
ture,nor in the.ancientCreeds,by which indireQly and conſequentiaNly 
they overthrow the true Fundamentals of Religion; and' the belief of 


thee fpuriousFundamentals are impoſed by them upon all,who would 
have communion with the Roman Church, whereby all that would 
- not be involved in that Atrocigus IrgiÞals of theirs, are conſtrained 


to ſepatate- from them... Many of, theſe fuperinduced Fundamen- 
tals might be enumerated. Its indeed a fundamenta!, that Cheift is 


the head of the Catholik Church, but who warranted to add the 
.Pope as another head ? Its a Fundamental, that Chriſt once offered 


himſelf a {actifice for fin on the croſs, hut who warranted them 
fo add a daily unbloody expiatory ſacrifice -in- the - Maſs ? Its a 


\ Fundamental, that God is Religiouſly to be adored, but who war- 


ranted them to add that Images alſoare religiouſly to be adored? Its 
aFundamintal that God, is to be invocated , but who warranted 
them to invocate Angels or departed Saints? Its a Fundamen- 
tal that there is an Hcl1 and Heaven, but who warranted them to add 
a Purgatory for expiation of venial fins, and the temporal punifh- 
merit due to mortals fins? Its a Fundamental, that God is pleaſed 
to reward good works with eternal life, but wno warranted them 
to add that good works are meritorious of cternal life ? Mal 

more cf this kind may bs added by which-conſequently they deftroy 
the true Fundamentals, As for Inſtance, if there be a daily pro» 
ptiatory ſacrifice in the Maſs, if there bea Purgatory for expiating fins 
of jaſt men, if. there: be. mecit-of good: works then Chriſt has 'nbt 
fully fatisfied for all the-fins of the cle&; nor fully merited eter- 
nal life to us, Thus as Romaniſis do in-ditetly overturn the ſoveraig* 
nity of princes by afcribing to the:Pope a dominion over them,” 2 


 ordixe ad ſpiritnalis , {9 allo they. overturn © inditealy the! Funda- 


mentals of Religion, by a {uper-addition ofnew-Fundamentals. 
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Were the Waldenſes, Wicklevits and Huſſits of the ſame religion as 
to Fundamentals and Eſſentials with. Proteſtants, - | 


Ecauſe Trmaintained the- affirmative , the Patnphleter pag.-94. 
95. Cc. writs one invetive againſt me- But he might have 
known that this is no kingalar notion of mine, the ſame being afler- 
ted by the learned Uſſer de ſucceſs , eccles. Cap, 6. Voet deſper, cauſ. 
Pap, lib. 5. Sel, 2+ Cap. 9. Morney myſtere iniqui. page 730» edit. 2. 
Flaccus Tlirie. cataleteſt Verit,col.J 4 98: &c- edit Salmuriex. anno.1608 
Dr. Francis Whyt in bis reply to Feſwat Fiſher Page 105. 130. 139. 
 Prideaux,preledd. de vifibseccleſs Sed. 11. printed. annoe 162 4. Hottine 
ger hiſt. eccleſ. ſeculo.. 12, Sef.5.Cade. Fuſtife of Church of Englanl1 
lib, 2. Cap- 1+ Se@t: 3. Birbeck Proxcſtants evidence Cent. 1 2. Paul. Per- 
rin in his '"Hiftory of the Waldenfſes, Samuel Morlandin his hiſtory of 
the evangelical Churches in the valleys of Piemont, and by many 
others which were here tedious to relate, © The” harmony as to 
ſubſtantials. of Religion betwixt theſe witneſſes of truth , and. the 
Proteftant. Churches, the author mentioned have copiouſly confirm» 
ed_ both by the conteſlions, and- by the Apologies of the Walden: 
ſes and Bohemians, and by the tcftimonics of learned Romanifts, 
particularly ..of Thxan, Gniccierdin, Sarius, yea of Cocbleus, Bell, 
Gretſer &c.. Hath not Voetixes loc. cit. Sed. 4. ſhewed that the.con- 
feſhon of Faith ſet forth by the Bohemzans and Huffits was ap- 
prayed by. Luther, :Melenchton, Bucer, Muſcxlus and the Univerſi- 
ty of. Fittenberg, that. IYendelflin one of Luthers firſt adverſaries 
pronounced the Lutherans, ney ss &:.Germanos Waldenſes. and that 
Jeſuit Grezſer , called the  waldenſes - And: Albigenſes Calviniaus- 
run. atavos, the Calviniſts Progenitars. - Yea Pop* Leo. 10. in his 
letter to Frederick Duke of Saxony recorded by Sleidan. Comment. 
lib. 2. ſayes exprefly. of Luther,. quod Wicklefi, Huſſi & Bobemorum 
bereſes autea damna:as reſuſcitet:' That-he-revived the old con- 
dernned herefies of Fhickleff, Huſs and of the Bohemians, Certain 
it is that the remains of the JYaldenſes in France arc Incorporated 
to the proteſiant Churches.. But why: ſhould: I. reſume what the 
forcited Authors have fo largely demonſtrated, viz. that Luthers 
ans derived their dodtrin from Huſfits, and Huſt, from Wickle- 
vits, and Wickleviſts from Waldenſes ? Mr, Perrin and Morland 


make 
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make . mention, of many ,of 'the' ancient writings of the Wal- 
denſes, which, hold forth, the conformity -of- their- Do@trins 
with the DoGrins of: Proteſtants, particularly one written 
anno. 1120. entituled, What tbing is Antichriſt , another a- 
bout the fame time, entituled. The dream of Purgatory, and 
a third a$ ancient as the: other -two entitled. The cauſe of our 
ſeparation frem 1be Church. of | Rome. 1 ſhall only deſire thee 
| Reader to. ponder the Articles of doQrine which were charg- 
ed on the Waldenſes, cither as related by the 2ſagdeburgians 
cent. 12+ Caps 8.Col. 1206. 1207. or by Reginaldus in Calvino - 
Turciſmo lib. 2. Cap. 5. So virulent an adverſary that modeſt 
Vſker calls him Turco-papifts, or as they are rcherſed . out of 
Aneas Sylvius , afterward Pope Pius 2. by. Biſhop Ufſer and 
Voetins, and than Judge. whether. in ſubſtantialls they. agree 
. with Proteſtants. ] exhibit only a few of them 1. That the 
Scripture is the compleat rule of Faith, 2. That the reading 
of. the holy Scriptures ought to be granted to all ranks of 
perſons. 3. That there is no purgatory , but. that departed 
Souls go immediately either to Eternal torments, or Eternal 
joyes. 4. Thatits in vainto pray for the dead, that being but 
ane artifice. to ſatisfie the avarice of Prieſts, 5. That the Pope. 
of Rowe hath no ſupremacy over the Churches of Chrilt. 
6. That Maſſes are .impious, yea that its a fury to celebrate 
them for the dead. 7. That the Sacrament of the ſupper 
ought to be given in both kinds, 8. That its Idolatry to invo- 
cate, and religiouſly adore departed Saints, 9. 'That the, Images 
of God and Saints ought to be deſtroyed. 10. That contir-. 
mation-and <extream. union are not to be held among the 
Sacraments of the... Church. x1. That auricular confeftion is 
not neceſſary 12. That oyle ought not-to be mingled with water, 
in the adminiſtration of Baptiſm 13. That, the conſecration of 
koly water and palm croſles are ludibrous. 14. That its impro- 
fitable to implore the nec«lity and ſuffrages of departed 
Saints. 15+ That faying of Canonick hours is but a trifling . 
of time 16, That the order of begging Fricrs were invented--- 
by the devil. 17- That the Romiſh Synagogue .is the whore 
of Babylon, theſe and diverſe other Articles of their dodrin are 
colleRed out of the forcited authors by Ufſer Cap, 6. Set. 1718."- 
Now whether they who believed the ancient Creeds and afſented 


to the decrees of the firft. 4 general Councils, ſand ;mai ROS - 
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theſe particulars did not agree with Procefiamts in the ſubAattials' 
of Fixti.Let thoſcjudge who know the Jofttine* of Ptoteſtants- 

: Bur fayey the Pamphleter pag 94 If Thookwpon tbent as be« 
inf if the fame religion as tr ſubſtentials with us, then T fſhow'!d ju- 
ſtale the erroneous and wncbriftian ' (pions which-#ht Authentich 
records of thoſe times teftifie they did maivtaing Awer, the cen- 
traditions of thoſe records 'to' one atiothe? in: the- particulars 
charged oh the Waldeyſtshave given/juſt 'occafion t6 leartied Pro« 
teftafits'to- convict thole records of falflhiood and to: vindicate the 
Innocency of the }aldeyſes, fee this prolixly done by Viher libs 
cit.cap-6.fromp 19. ts the end, Voet. diſp. canſ#paputuer libz, Set. 
2. ciÞ«9. as alſo Hottinger and Birbeck, inthe places forcited, did [ 
not 1 my tenth papcr againſt Mr, Dempſter pag 130, bring in 
P ayadint in hisArmals of Burgundy,and Gerrard mm his french Rifio+ 
ry teſtifying that impious opinions were malicioufly impoſed on: 
them, quod vitia &* corruprelas principum liberins reprebenderent, 
ſhoujd 1 then juſtitie what themſelves did 'not juthfie, - Nei- 
ther does my affertion oblige-me to maintain any of their real 
errots, Is it any wonder that tity living in ſodark a-time, did [not 
diſcover fo clearly as we, all the errors of Popery ? Havel not 
oftch told there may be unity in fandamentals, where there are 
differenccs as totnitegrals? | 

But fayes the Pamphleter, I ſhould prove thet thoſe Sefts, were 
the Gatbolith Charch ſpread through the whole World, and that 
thezr drive bad ſucceſſion frem the Apoſtles times. It may be 
anſwer ſufficient to remember my adverfary,that Proteſtants ne- 
ver affitmicd that they who went under the name of the Waldex- 
ſes, were the whole Catholick Church, yet ſceing a teltimony 
which I cited from Frier Reyyer in confatation of that ſame ob-. 
jcion, is fo grolly repreſented by the Pamphleter, I mure- 
ſane iragam, and-a little more largely then betore. Reyyer theres 
_ fore ptoteſſes there was never a more dangerous Std, then that of the 
Is aldenſes, and that for three Cauſes. 1. quia dinturnior, becauſe its 
of longer continteaxce, ſome ſaying that it hath comtinucd from ihe 
rime of Sylveſter, others from the time of the Apoſtles. 2. quiz ge« 
acralior, its more univerſal, for there is hardly any comntrey :at0 
which this Sc d tb not ſpread, 3+ becauſe, other Se&s are joyned 
with atrocious blaſphemies, bt tbzs of Leonifts or Waldenſes bath a 
great ſhew of piety, tbey live juſtly before mer, they believe all thiugs 
well concering Gd; and all rhe articles of the Crecds Onelytht 

| | | Roman 
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Roman Church they bate and blaſpheme, #nd the tinliitude av4 +4fit 
. induced to believe them. Th ES to the Antiquity, aff 
verlality abd-(andific of thie night the Waldenſts is given 
by a Romiſhinquiſxour. | | 
Herevpon ſaith: _ —_— 26-4 tr Mentits with bir ordi- 
nary ingennity,will bave Fryer Reymer to otmrely the Waldenſes 
were from #be Apoftles rob iuctet Fr LR of ſes 
When 1 x&ad thisbold accuſation, 1 thought perhaps my pen had 
given me. the, flip, for I do abhorit asdiabolical and Jeſuitical to 
pxcvaricate purpoſcly,but when I turned over to my ninth paper 
 pay- 194+ Where the teſtimony is cited, I found t lic Jeſuit to be as 
voyd ot ſhame, as. of honeſty , for thus 1cite rhar part of Reys 
wers Words, yea ſome ſay (ſaith Reyner) fhom the. Apiſftler dayes: 
Is this tocite Reywery as affirming abſolutely that the 13/akWlen ſts 
continued from: the days of the Apoſtles, if this perforvdare fo 
prevaricate.1n a matter of fz&, where therebe fo many ſtanding 
witneſſes againſthim,- as there be printed-copies of mypapery A+ 
gainſt Mr. er, what Faith: is to be given to his other eritni- 
nations,let thoſe who have not forfeited their own honeſty, judge. - 
But what advantage haveRomanifis by that, ſome ſay of Reyatrs ? 
O ſayes.the Pamphleter, thoſe who ſaid, were Leoniſts  . 6 Woes es 
ebemſelves .as witneſſes Pilichdorpbizes, this ſame evaſion was ufcd- 
long ago by Jeſuit Greifer, and ſolidly anſwered by the learned 
Uſer de faccel5.cap»8.y/-1, for- Fricr Reyner affirmes himſelf that 
the SeQ of the Waldenſes was of longer continuance theny any oe - 
ther {e& which coald not bezunlels it had continued from the days - 
of .the Apoftles, Surely he could not thiokthat it had-its riſe from -+ 
Peter.Waldxs anno 1 1c0-For Reyer himiclt lived as is teftified by - 
Jeſuit Poſſevin in appay. Sac-anmo 125.4 {0 that there ſhould only: - 
have .interveened, 9... years betwixt the rife of this Set and * 
Reyner- But many (cs were of greater antiquity anddaration - : 
then that, therefore that cannot be the Friers meaning, Mr. Moy- 
land in his-forcited: hilt» lib.1 «C4P+Zo provesthat the inhabxants ; 
of - the vallies-of Piemont profefled the ſame dofrine ſundry ages+ - 
before Peter #aldws,. among. the reli he pitches upon Glawdins- > 
Archbiſhop. of 'Turir. who -about the year $20; ceaſed 'not to +» 
teach his peoplein this place, (as his adverſary Jonas Awrelianen* 
ſs confefles,) that they ought not to run to Rome for the pardon 
of thcir fins, nor have recourſe to Saints er their xelicks, that the 
Church is not founded on Saint Peter, much lc{s-upon the Pepe, - 


hat.. - 
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but upon the do&trine ofthe Apoſtles, and that they-ought not to 
worſhip Images. ©. + Eder TRIES 

Pag.95. The pamphleter is-ſo<tvil as to fay, that I bave amore 
juſtclaim to John Huls name, then to bis religion. Tam not of fuch 
anſcrin ſtupidity, but that 1 could make as ignominious at reorſion 
upon my adverſary. ButI chooſe to walk in the tootfieps of holy 
Jeſus,'who when he was reviled, revi)ed not again. Did not Foby 
Huſ; before theCouncil of Conſtance maintain that there is one one- 
| head of theCatholick Church, the Lord Jeſus Chrilt ? Did he not 
ly opgugne the ſupremacy of the Pope of Rome Dyer the Catholick 
. Church? Did he not maintain that the Sacrament of the Suppex 
ought to. be; celebrated under both kinds ? Do not Proteſtants a. 
gree with Huffts in many articles charged upon them, by Azess 
Sylvius in bijt. Bohem. cap«35. how then ſayes the pamphileter, [ 
ray lay more claim to his name then to his Religion ? May not 
Roma niſts be aſhamed to make mention of this Martyr Fobx 
Hxſ5, whom their fathers at the council of Conftence murdered 
pertidiouſly, contrary to tlie letters of ſafe conduct? am I-not ho» 
noured with a peece of further conformity with Fohx Hwſs then 
' In name onely, viz. to be an obje& of Romaniſts walice, and 
that it has not procceded further, I owe tothe mercy of God, not 
to their good will. | 

But (ayes he, Fohn Huſs was for invocation of ſaints, prayer ſor the 
dead.ſeuen Sacraments, tranſubſtantiation,ves and the Popes ſuprems » 
cy, and this be would confirm, as from others, ſo from boly. My. John 
Fox, who according to bis uſital modeſty pag.69. He texms a fiery 
| proteftant, becauſe in his Acts and monuments he records tne fiery 
and bloody perſccution of that ſcarlet coloured whore of Rome. 
The like he affirms of H'erome of Progue. But beſides that all thee 
are fetched from Breerlies Apology trad.2,cap-2+Sed.5. and that. 
when I mer.tioncd!Jobxy Hwſs,y it was not ſo much his particular 
ſentments that L.meart, as the doErine of choſe peop!e, who were 
termed Hufſſits, I ask the Pampheleter whether he gives moſt 
credit to the Counſel! of Coyftaxce, and Pope pixes the 2. or to Mr. 
Fox, Fobn Huſs, and Hierome of Pragie ? now ſurely the Coun- 
cil of Conſtance chargeth John Hrſ5 as maintaining that. after 
the conſecration the bread remains. And: whatever Apologies, 
he made for himſelf in this matter this 1s {aſtajned by the Council 
as anarticle of his erdirement, fo alfo Mr. Fobs Fox in bis Acts 


ar:C Monuments page 3799. Edit. Lond, anno: 1632 tclithics. Ns 
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he not-8ceuſed-a5 maimtainſig'the”briory of 7/7 a 
not this: the {if Ertor 'colidern [By the Fog Lin Yickie, 
faſt, 186 fubfantia- parti” mireiallt, & vint mattrialls  manet 
' iy Sacramento, Is not this one of 'the Tritetrogatutes pre 
ſcribed by the Council at Conſtance eſt, 45+ 33 Caranza re-. 
lates in Summa Concily tor diſcoyery of Wiekleviſts and 
Huſſits ntrum eredat quod poſt eonſecrationem ſacerdotis, in Sacra» 
mento altaris, ſub velamento panis & vini, non ſit panis matcrialis, 
& vinum materiale, ſed. idem per omnig Chriſtus qui ſuit in carne 
' paſſns? Doth not Eneas Sylvzus, or Pope Pius. the 2d. charge 
the Huſſits as affirming the equality of the Biſhop of Rome 
with other Bithops, as dilallowing, prayers ta, and, invacar 
tiow: of Saifits departed, *as condemning the neceſſity of fn 
calar-confeffion, and 'excluding' confirmation from, .the nutti- 
ber; of Sacraments 2 ejther then the Pamphleter muſt derogate 
Faith from his Pope and Coungil, or acknowl=dge that Huſſtts 
in. theſe chings do agree with us. © Do Romaniſts hold that. if | 

a. man. believe, as the" Church believes, he cannot be Heretick, 
though he err contermng Wetghty material Objz&s of Faith? 
' have we not much more ground of Charity concerning Mr- 
Fobu Haſs and Hierome"ot Prague; who hold not only all.the 
Articles of the Creed, but alf9'arquicſce to TARA as 
the. rule of Faith,-and were "il a readineſs to. believe. any 
point, when the conſonancy thereof to the Scripture ſhould be 
held out, as wr Huſs did*often profeſs before the Council, 
and the rather he living in a time of much darknefs 7 What ever 
were the miſtakes of. Fob Haſi and Hierome of Prague, yet 
Mr.. Fox avouches them tobe Faithful Martyrs of Jeſus Chriſt, 
which he could 'not have' done, if he had not looked on them 
as: agreeing with us in” Fundamentals, Its ust exough with me 
or any Proteſtant, as this Pamphlcter flanders us, pag-g8. t bat 
they oppoſe #be Pope as Turks aud Tartars da, Tadced their Pope 
and Romiſh inquifitours have 'a greater kindneſs for Jewes 
and Infidels, and brothelþ whores, then for Proteſiants. They 
can indulge the one at Rome; but not the other. Are the JY al- 
denſes, Jobu Huſs, Hierome of Prague, who miantained the Apa» 
fiolick Creed,heid the ſcripture for the rule of Faith, and abjur- 
ed many. Papal crrors and Superſtitions, and had eminent-tefti» 
monies: of their Holine(s _— enemies, to be laid in 
B the 
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the ballance; . with Trrkes,or Tartars 2 Proteliants have need to- 
look .to themſelves. It Igems they may.<cxpc& no more favour: 
from Papiſts, if their Power. were anbwexcable to.their,defizes, 
then Turks and. Tartars.. Fl 


IFhether do the Grech Churches agree with Protetautr: as to: 
Fundamentals, ? Rs 


T1: P ampblcter-pag.93,denics,But takes neleafare (0c xamine,,. 
JL what | faid to thecontrary, Paper 10. p1g4226,227,2428, 
22 9. Until. that be anſwered T might Caperſede any further re- 
ply, yet now I-add thele two thmgs. 1. That the Greck. 
Charch. 1s "vindicated from the Herefie which this Pampbleter, 
with othcrs, charges on them, of denying tbe proceſſion of»be Holy. 
Ghoſt from the Sen, by learned Romaniſts, particularly by Loge 
bard lib..1- ſent. dift. L1. lit. D. Azorws the Jeſuit par « 1+ inftite 
Mbiral lib.8. Cap. 0.4.10. and by Thomas ab Feſutbe Carmdlit.. 
de converſe. gentium- libe6.. parts 1, Caps $, AS 1t the Grecians iu. 
that tnarcer' did. differ from, the W2itern Church, rather inthe 
manner of *xprethion, then on the matter. As forthe Pamphleners 
Inference thence, that tbe Grecians deny the diſtini»n of the petſont. 
its an inconleq 1ential dedudion, {iycs Bne Spridom: 1, Theol, 
Scholiſt.traft.2-d'ſÞ.4.dub.greſol 3+And. gencrally.the Scotiſts, but: 
whatever' the conſequence be, the conſcquent 3s moſttal{dy.im- 
putcd to the Grecians, for they maiutainneſuch'thing./ Liadd 
24!y xhat the: Greex Church do not ouly hold the ancient Creeds . 
and Articles, agreed upon by the firſt tous geveral Councils, but 
alſo do agree with Proteſtants 4n many ofthe points wherein we 
diffcr trom Romaniſts, and therefore. though, they. have cheir- 
blemiſhes, T dare not ſay. they,. err., Fundawcnially, and "fo tw 
clade them from the Ciatholick Church:. 1t we will judge 
of the Greck . Church | by, the confeliion of. Cyril-their ta 
mons Patriarch and Mar.ys, Which Reverend and worthy-Mr.. 
Jait hath reprinted 2c: his late. book,, what the conſonancy. 
byrwixtthe'Grelk apd Payiiltiur Churches is, may, be apparent: 

| _ Eparait | 


deny Purgatory. fire, admit laicks to read 
-this that Authar proves by confiderable, teftimonics, whereas. . 


LAY 


Thhrains Pagit, Chriſtiane: part 1. Cp. 4s reckatts'out,, 1 g, 
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wherein we differ from the Papiffs, They deny the Popes ſus. 
premacy avd infallibility, ; they hold the Scriptures as the 
<ompleat rule. of Faith, deny Apocryphal books to be Cano- 
nick Scripture, - celebrate the Sacraryent of the Supper under. 
both kinds, allow na private mafs, ng Tmage of God ,. they, 

the Scriptures, Ee, 


the Pampbleter out of his Menxel of controverſies tells us, that 
#hey. ſay \MaſF, hold Tranſubſtantiation, Seven Sacramente,prajer 
20 the Saints, and for the dead, it' mma ke eriou; h to give kim 
the: ſucciadt anſwer ' of the Cuftith of” that” Magual of 
Conttoverlies, Fohn Tombs in his Romaniſm diſcuſſed arte; 24 
Sect. 4 viz 1- That the Greek Church hold 'not theTopiſhtran» 
{\ubGantiation , whereby the Elements ceaſe tobe, but where- 
by they begome' what ' they: Were not; the tranſybſtantiation 
they. hold is'a change of -Communicants'" into, the being of 
Chriſt, fo. as to be partaker of his divine natuxe, as the A» 
polthe means when he- ſayes, they are, the Body of Chriſte 
Theſe things are to be underſtood, cm grano ſalis, and ina' my- 
ſiical fenſe, But the Greek Church do yot hold with Romaniſts 
that - wicked: Commynieants, or Rats do . cat the trucand Pra 
per Body of Chrift. 24y. that the Greek Chuxch hold no 9+ 
ther facrifce in the Maſs, then as S. Chryſoftome expreſſed an 
 Hehe10. a commemoration of the ſacrihce of Chriſt on the - 
Crols, Nor 3aly, do they pray to Saints as hearers of their 
prayers, far lefs:as it they did help them by theix merits; 9nly - 
they conceive that God hears prayers: ſent up to the Saints. | 
Nor 4thly,do they pray for departed Saints,co obtain te them lbe= 
ration from the pains of Purgatory. Tf we may credit Roffens, 
cont. Luth. art. 18. or Alpbonuſuis a Caftro de bereſ. lib. 12. tit. 
Purgatorum bereſ. 1. the Grecians acknowledge no Purgatory 
fire, only in their publick offices, they commemorate the 
dead, even the moſt Holy Martyrs and Confefſors (whom all 
"confeſs not tobe in torments,) and pray fdr their reſurrei- 
on and ſolemn acquital at the laſt Jadgment. Nor 5:thly, de 
they with-Romanilts hold Seven Sacraments properly fo cal 
led neither more nor fewer. ow much of a Logomachy 
| Bb 2 1s 
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ſtion. I ſhewin.my:4 othe. Paper againſt:Mr- Denys 


ftey | /Ige 23 $239, . Sure 1 am - Ephraim: pagit. loee tit» Tecites 


the: enying ; © 'Extream .UnGion; ; as- one of. the Articles. 


of agreement betwixt the Greek Church and.us, So: that if the 

fate of the queſtions. were, well cleared, and.” all «circus . 

Rances duly pondered, the difference betwixt the . Greek and 
Romith Church as to thele things, would appear Who'defidetate | 
a' more prolix vindication, I remit them to, D,.Field bis way 
20* the Church lib. 3. Cap» 1» and for clearing them at -leaft 
from fundamental errors to D. Stillizgfleet his vindication -of 
the Arch-biſhop againſt, T.C+ Parte 1+.,Caps,1+1 who will ſeriouſ« 

ly conſider the fervi tude of the Greek. Ghurch,under the Oxto« 
m4 empite, and. their want .of means of Inſtru@ion which'o- 
ther Chriſtians enjoy, together with the ſedulity and ſubtilty-. 
of- Romiſh Emiſſaries ill traficking among them, may defiſt - 
their admiration . concerning. . the _ cortzuptions, crept | into/ 


- 


that Church, and, rather. wogdgr that: they have. preſerved {o- 
much of® the dodrine..of Faith zentire, + Learned Voetizs in . 
deſter. Cauſs Pape. lib, 3+ Seft, 2+ Cap. 8. obſerves that. the. 
more knowledge the Oriental Churches, and thoſe: in. the We-! 
fern -part of Emrope have of the eſtate. of one. another , - the. 
more the, alienation, of the Greek Church from "the Roman, | 
and” their affection to Proteſtants doth appear , ' and particu» 
larly" in that they” do-.ycarly - exqommunicate the Roman! 
Church, but not the Proteſtant Churches, D.. Horabeck' in/-. 

ſumma contrev. lib. 11. de Gracis pag. 977. regates patſionately- 
that tlere is no more. corrgſpondence batwixt. Proteſtant 
Churches ,**and the. Greck:Church,, by; which theſe | afflicted 

Chriftians might be ſtrengthened, under their tentations, and we - 
better underfiand the ſtate of the Oricntal Churches, But this: 

I hope at the time ſhall ſuffice for the agreement of our Church: . 

with the Grecian in ſubſtantigis of Religion. . ng 
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Fhether the dofirine of Proteſtams in all points of Cantroverſie 
be openly againſt God and his written word (as the Pampb» 
leter affirms ) and ſo contrary to the Fundamentals of Reli- 
gone | | | . 


His the Pampblezer. boldly aſſerts and wndertakes to prove 
4K P28 106: but his bold undertaking. is ſeconded with weak 
and Childifh performances. If Scripture be fo clear to de> 
termine all points of contreverſie betwixt us, to what pur- 
pole were all his Cavills Concerning an infallible viſible 
Judge, the corruption -af originals, the unfaithfalneſs of tran- 
flations , ihe obſcurity and. ambignity of the ſenſe of Scrip- 
ture, the inſufficiency of micans of interpretation &c. Is-a 
Jeſuit fo nimble that he can transform himſelf into all ſhapes, 
that he can fight againſt Scripture at his pleaſure ? Is not this 
an uſual fate that. attends error, to be inconfiftent:with it own 
ſelf. Sorex ſuo Fndicio. In the general, I ſay,as to all the 
Scriptures he. perverts, there is not one of them but Proteſtants 
have. a thouſand times vindicated fram the detorfion of Ro- 
wanifts. Many of them are moſt fooliſhly applyecd, and que- 
ſtions betwixt Papifts and us, are cither perverſly or 1gnorantly 
miſrepreſented, I Nauſcat to examine ſuch childiſh -ftuff, yet 
left I, ſhould only confute him with contempt, I overly touch 
particulars. | | 

., 1» Then be ſayes pag 106. we-protiſt againſt the goodneſs of 
God, in ſaying. God ereated ſome for Hell, independently from their 
works, contrary to .1 Time 2+ 2 Pet. 3, If he mean that Prote= 
Rants. do ſay. that God. appointed to Damn any to..Hell 
though they- ſhould never be guilty of ſin, he calumniates us, 
egregiouſly. Never Proteſtant. taught that any ſhould ; be 
damned to Hell, but for in. Did not the Council. of. Dor: 
art» Le £4 7» make the objeA of predeftination bominem lop + 


ſum. i-e, "Man 1 his fallen eſtate? How then could he (ay 
that -Proteſtants affirm that God: creats men fur Hell indepen- 
dently from fin? Did ever Proteſtants fay more then that Scrip= 
ture Prove 16. 44 God bas Created the Wicked for the dayof 
evil. As for that text ,. 1 Tim. 3.» knew he not that Auſtir 
in Enchirid:Cap- 103. expounded it de generibus ſingulorum of 
men of all ranks not of all individuals of maykind? And the 
Other place_ 2 Pet. 3, 9. not willing that any ihoutd perith 
1s reſtried in the very Text, to the Elec, the rwyas having 
a reference to the *pues , thus he is long ſuffering towards 
vs,” no willing that any , namety of us, the-Ete&, ſhould 
periſh. But do not [cunts Pelagianize, while- they make 'ehe 
decree of Ele&ion to be founded on the preſcience of our 
good works, which Scripture makes a fruit of EleQting love, 
Epbef, 1.4. Dotbey not overthrow the o:anpotency of God 
by attributing to him incfficacious wills F How is it- that all 
afe' not faved, if he willed all to be ſaved ? Does he not in 

Heaverr and Earth whatever pleaſes him, Pſal. 135+ 3+ 
2+ He ſayes ibid, we proteſt againſt the mercy of God, ſaying 
Chriſt dy:d not for all, contrary. to 1 Cor« 13+ He ſhould have 
faid, 15, The Pamphleter might have known that Prote- 
ftantsjdo not exclude from the Reformed Churches, the learned 
Camers, Amyrald, Capellus, Dall eus who with many others, cf- 
pecnlly in che Freach Church affert univerſal redemption, 
Butif it were fair to load an adverſary with all the confequents 
which follow from-his principles, though he do not fee the 
connexion 'betwixt them, It might perhaps with more realon 
be ſaid, that Jcſuited Romanifts do impeach . both the Juſtice 
and mercy ot God, affirming the moſt of them to be damned 
Eternally, for whom Chriſt dyed, contrary to lucalent Scripture, 
Rom $.34. who is be that condemueth? It is Chriſt haz dyed. Is it 
not the work of Fanſexins lib. 3-de;gr-Chr.ſerv-cap.20. to evict 
the opinion of univerſal Redemption' to be repugnant to the 
dodrine of the Ancient Church, particularly' of ' St. Auguſtin? 
will. it not be hard to reconcile the opinion of Univerialifts 
with that faying of S, 4uſtine epiſt. 102, a4 Evod. Non perit #- 
nur 'ex lis pro quibus Chriſtus 4 mortunus- 1; 0 Not one doth 
periſh for whom Chriſt dyed. The Scripture cited by the 
Pamphleter is moſt impertinently alledged 1 Cor,15+22. As. 
ix Adam all dyed, ſo in Chriſt fall all be made alive. It yo all 
there 
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there were univerſally to be underſtood for every one of man- 
- kind, it would follow that all mankind ſhould haye eternal Life, 
and be faved eternally, which none but an Origenift can affirm, 
Therefore that all is to-be underſtood only of all them whom 
Chrift the ſecond Adar did repreſent viz the ele, not of all 
mankind. | | 
_ 3» page 107, be ſayes we proteft againſt the Fatice of God, 
ſaying that God puniſhes us for what we cannot do, contraryto 
6. 10+ God 18 not unrighteous to forget their work, A perti= 
nent diſputant indeed. That Scripture ſpeaks of BZods ve» 
warding good works, which Proteſtants deny mot, but-of 
Gods punifhing the want of good works, which we could 
pot do, it {peakes not at all, A Sophiſter . ought at leaft. 
to haye a ſhew of pertinency. As to the thing it ſelf, never 
Proteſtant affirmed that God damned any for ' mecr inability, 
but ſuch is the pravity of our Nature, . that with ous ina- 
bility. to do good, oftentimes we joyn a voluntary negle&- 
of good works Fob. 5.40, ye will ot come to me that yemay- 
bave Life, and for this it 1s, that che {inner isdamned, onght 
he not to know what his adverſary matntaines who undere 
takes fo cor.fidently to oppugne him? : 
4+ Ibid. He ſayes, we proteſt. againſt the wiſdame of God, 
ſaying that God obliges us to vbingy impeſſible, whereas 1 Joh. 
5. 3+ bis communas are @t heavy. We do not lay that God 
commands any things-fimp)y impothble. Any impothibility 
that is, we have comradted it fiatully-in the loyns of our- 
firſt Parents, and fo God is not to be blaned for it. This 
accidental impothibility to keep the Law pertcaly, Scripture 
frequently holds out Rome. £..3- that-whrich tbe Lam could not 
doe, in that it was weak through tbe fleſs ver, 8. #hey 
that are in the fleſh cannot pleaſe Gd. Jos 124 39s thy. 
corn! not beeve Matth. 7, 8. a (corrupt Tree cannot bring forth 
g!6d ſruit, ſee Bcclel. 5.2.0. this ian old Pelagian Heretic againſt. 
which: Azuſtiz and Hierom did: dilpute, as 1f the children of 
men were able to fulkil.the Lay of God perfectly, by. ordina+ 
ry meaſuxes of Grace given ty them in ttymerevived by. Pa- 
pilts and Quakers contrary to <xprels Scripture 4 Joh. 1. 8. 
1 0+ blowing up- wratched finners with vam fancy . :of a 
fule(s fate, as forthat x Joh. 5. 3+ - bis comm und: are #0t grie- 
| Vous 
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vowr, 1t mult beunderſiood in reference to the regenerate by the: 
confeſſion of their great Doway profeſſor: Kibins on the place, 
for, ſaith he, to the: oy gp the commands of Qod are: 
not only: grievous; but allo quodemmids impeſſibilis, in fome”- 
kind impoſſible, But the regenerate are rengthened oy 
Grace to yield fincere evangeliea! obedience fo the Commands: 
of God, yea and to delight in them. Roms 9. 22, Þ delight inthe 
. Lary of God after-the inward man, yct alas Jam. 32 in many 
things we offend all, but theſe offences the Lord graciouſly par= 
dons to penitent believers through the blood of Chtiſt and fq 
Rnl "to them his commandements are not grievous, Dum 
quicquid non ſit ign'ſciture« Le $014 3.154 tk 
5, Thids He ſaycs, we proteſt againj/ Gods Veraeny, ſaying that 
tbe: Church can err, contrary to Matth. 18. and 1 Timoth. 3; Nay 
inthis they contradict the varacity of God, and not we, ſaithnot 
the Apoſtle, Rom. 3+» 4. let God be true and every man a lyar, and 
is not theic Church made up of men, who can produce no more 
exemption from error . then other Churches ? As'for theſe 
Scriptnres alledged for the Churches intalibillity, they have been 
corlidered before. But the truth 15, its nor the infalibility of 
the Catholick Church, R omaniſis plead for, bat'of the Syna-+ 
gogue of Rome, and the head thereof the Pope, as it toque- 
flion the infallibility of the Pope of Rome, and of a Czbhal of 
his Truſtees, were. to queſtion the varacity of. the God of 
Heaven, and if they be found lyars, the molt high God 
ſhould be concluded a lyar. Be aſtoniſhed O heavens at ſo as 
trocious a blaſphemy, | | 
6. Ibid, Ne faith, we proteſt againſt the Providence of God , 
Jaying,' that: God has not given an infallible Fudge. Whereas Pe» 
ter ſayes, #0 Scripture is of private interpretation, Nay. Sir, we 
do but protcſt againſt the pride and providence of your 
Pope, God having given the Scripture as an infallible rule, 
chere is no neceſſity of an infallible Judge, becauſe Scriptures 
are not of Private interpretation, therefore the gloſſes impoſ> 
ed either by Quaker, or: Papal Erthuſialins ought to be exploe 
cd, as flowing from a private ſpirit. We are (ſo far from 
allowing of private interpretations: of Scripture that we des» 
lireall to be examined by the. publick ſtandard of truth, - 
-1 7+ 'Thid, ſayes he, we proteſ® agai jt the efficacy. of . m_ 
W's | (at 
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OO traths ſaying; 1bat be hath. freed us: from the pdis 
 puiltef fine contrary#' 1 Joh. x, 5: O' the. 
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but nor from the 


| wirar) impudency” of a Je- 
ſuits torchead 7:lef the Worldjudge whether they;' or'we- ops 


poſe the «fficacy. of Chriſts death; for. 1, They fay he died for 


maBPyY who ATCyOr (hall be dawned, But himſelf will ackriows 


(hall,be: ſivede". 2. They: fay Chriſt hath; not” fatisfied 'for all 
the fins of: thenv that are ſaved; not* ''for' thee they call ve- 
nial, rot for "the temporal/ puniſfiment 'duc* to mortal fins, 
but we ſay Chrift ſatisfied fully forall fins of the Ele. 3. They 
ſay. remiſſa culpa u0#! rewittitsr pena, that the fin may be re» 
mitted and not-zhe' puniſtitient, 'thit 'a proper” phnifhment 
to: he undergonthere; 6r it-Purgatdiy, may be kepr* over the 
head, of aCreaturey after pardon, - Btt we affirm, that when 
ſin is forgiven, the puniſhment is diſcharged, what” elſe'1$ re+ 
miſhon;; but the diffolution 'of the obligation to undergo Pa- 
niſhmefit!? May: not all fee the rnteloflenicy of theſe Jeſuit te> 
nets with-that' Scripture x Fob, +. 5.- The blood of Feſus 
Chriſt cleakſes nt from all ſinz' how then charges He us, as ſiay- 
ing that Chriſis- blood frees'us from 'the pain, but not 
from the: guilt- of fin? Nay on the contrary, we affirm that 
the blood of:Chrift frees' us bath” from'the"pain and the guilt 
of ſin.. > We judge. ir impoffitht, rhat' the one can be with- 
ont the other,/ what: is guilt but'the obligation to puniſhment? 
Can a man be freed by a holy and Juſt'God from putiiftitent, 
and yet" lie nder- the obligation to puniſhgent 2 But 1 believe 
the thing which this" ighorinr Pamphitier drives abs. # 152 6 
riginal corruption” may be" pirdoned' through the blood af Chriſt, 
and. yet ſinſwl' concwpiſcenct remwinin' Velleverc, and. in this Wha, 
do we faymote then 9t. 4nftiy 13h. 1. de nupy, & foncupiſe 


| Cop. 254 Non ws not ſid, ſed ut non imputercr £ Doth not the 
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concupiſcence; Rom 5247 Yet from italt5 the blood, of ChriT 
hall make':us iftee,) thongh* here while! we'are In agone >. 10; 
be-lefti tor "exertiſe, Upoir "the © Hope of ,Vidtory . is. that, 
 dokxalogy* Roms 7 2:5 thanks' De" to God through Jeſus 
Chrith. -- pY #1 TLDS OW” - Lo + 4 ks 2s nog 4 
"— Page 108 HE! ayes: we' proteſf. againſt Gods ardar, tying 
ſaxltifieationisF aitb'only'( Todieve' tie would have” faid Fuſt- 
11 FT a fication 


Apoſile who! was'in-a putlified' eftare” bewail his in bens: 


> as .» 
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cation ) contrary. 

Alerien If Gudex - of God in the - Juſtification of a firner; 
Doth. not the Apoſile conclude, Rom. 3+ 28, That @ man is. 
;uflified. by. faith withimt the deeds of the Law.. Indeed that 
Faith though it be ſole in the ioftrumentality,of cur juſtitica- 
tion, as ſome uſc the phraſe, yet it is not ſol#aris, being: 
joyncd with other graces of the ſpirit and. fruitful. in good 
works, For. a jaſtified ſtate and the foundnels of Juftifying Faith 
is demonſtrated by. good works, which is that which- James - 
afixms. I. muft uſe the Freedom to tell this Pamphleter, that 
T:luirs do not underſtand che nature of Juſtification, and there- 
tore they. {jll. confound it with SanQitication. | 2 + 
2, Jbid-. He (ayes. we. proteſt. againſt, the appointment of /God; 
ſaying that good. works done by. grace da not: merit , comrary to 
Math. 10+. where its ſpid, that Chriſt ſhall render to every. one ac- 
cording to bis morkg. It, ſeems this man citesthe Scripture by 
gueſs as well: as the Fathers, for, in all the tenth of: Matbew 
that tefiimouy is. not to be found; There is indeed'mention 
of the reward of a righteous. man, but that reward and me- 
rit are reciprocal- correlats, is more then all the Jeſuits in 
Exrope will prove. Doth not the Apoſtle Rom. 4. 4. diftinguiſs 
betwixt a reward of Grace 4nd of debt ?. Is not the reward ot the 
righteous the free gift of God, y«giopa, Rom. 6: 21. and 
therefore doth, not preſuppoſe merit, how piteoufly do our 
miſhonaries cheat their.proſclites in this matter:When we chargs 
on them the proud and. ſupercjlions doctrine of merit, they 

ordinaxly alledge it to be but acalumny of Proteſtants, yet here 

. the denial, of. merits-is charged on usas a fundamental error. 
Ts not Bell. inthe end conſtrained to take him ro his +#15finum? 
Do we contradid the appointment of God, when we take the 
ſureſt, way ? What more ordinary for Romanfis.on dying beds 
then to renounce their merits, I could give. an inſtance of a near. 
friend. of mine, whoſe memory I honour, the moſt moral perſon: 
1 evcr knew of that Religion, who about half - an, hour bes 
fore his death, did ſolemnly renounce all his own merits and 
profeſſed he had nothing to lean to, but the merits of Je-+ | 

ſus Chriff' alone, It can be no good point of Religion 

that the-beſt, of them muſt. renounce at death. - 
16. Ibis. Say*s he,. We proteſt againſt Gods divine . authority 
; in 


to Jam. 2, 24+ Its not we but Romamifts wha, | 
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3n" denying he. reel preſence, contrary © 1o"the' Scripture, ſaying,” 
clearly, this. is \my Body- | We deny -not” a real preſence, but a 
corporal aud Capernai.icsl preſence under accidents of , bread 
- and wine, which Scripture no where aſſerts. As $criptuxe ſays 
This is my Body, (o as cxpreſly after conſecration , its called 
bread 1/Cor.'1., and the heaven is faid to contain his rea] Body, 
nay.-as -we ſhall: prove cap. 5, If theſe'words' were not taken 
in a. Figurative tenſe, they ſhould: imply a manifeſt contradi- 
&ion, Knows he not S» Auſtins rule, that when the pro- 
per ſenſe of wordsdoes impart a flagitious crime, then the ge- 
nujne ſenſe of Scripture is figurative? now what'a crime 'is this, 
that . the living body of Chriſt ſhould be devoiired by men? 
nor. can this be:;avoided;, but by taking the words in a Fi- 
urative ſenſe. - 
11+ Ibid. We-proteſt,Caith he, ag ainft Gods command, in forbid- 
ing [mages as Idols, be having ordered two Cherubims 1 be ſet 
en the ark.of the Covenant, Exod.25,:O daring impudency! I51- 
mage worſhip commanded. by God ?'Sure then the 4d. com» 
mand Exod, -20« 4, 5- muſt be none of Gods commands, as in- 
decd Papifts have raſed it out of ſame of their Catechiſtns, yet 
we forbid not all Images, but Images of God -and the 
Trinity, or Images .of any thing for adoration. Produce; who - 
can inſtitution gr approbation forthat in all Scripture. The Che- 
rubims were indeed fet above the ark, but no command for their 
adoration, | _ OO. 
.- (12+ Says he, IFe proteſt againſt Gods praftice in denying bo- 
nagr to Saints , contrary to 1Sam. 2. 30. them that ban. ur me, 
I will bonour. Who does not\ſee this «whole 'difcourſe to be 
a Rapſody, cither of caluninics, or impertinent allegations ? Did 
ever Proteſtant deny honor to Saints?We only deny that they are 
rehigiouſly-to be adored, Are honour and religious adoration terms 
reciprocal ?. The civil Magiſtrateand living Saints ought to be 
honoured :. Yet, I (uppole this; Pampheleter will not fay they 
ſhould be religiouſly adorcd. And would be alfo infer from 1Sam.2. 
30. that God' adures Saints, the' Creator his own creatures ? 
Might not ſuch foolries have been rather expet&tcd from: a 
child, then from; oge who would be reputed a Rabbi. .. © 
13+ Ibid. he: laycs} we: proteſt againſt * Gs diſpenſation by dex 
_Yying : the Power given - t9: Apojtles . aud "their: Succeſſors to for 
w H give 
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t ve ſy1s ) contrary to Job: 20-23; hoſe: ſurr ye Forgive theyiare fore 
eat A ons Prmahint Godeſpeniaion, wd"big 
proteſt againſt | your. -impoling; on \con{ciences) a- neceſfny*of . 
auricular. confeſhon. of. all. ſens, how ſecret © fo iever, to” your 
Prieſts, which God never enjoyned. We prateſi-againſt your 
papal-uſurped power of; indulgences, which neither the Apoſtles, 
nor the Paſtors. of-the @ncient Qhurchieveraſſymed;! we proteſt: - 
againſt an abſolute, authoritative power of forgiving bn by men; 
who canr.at infallibly know - who.are truly penitent,'and who 
not; We grant to /Paitors of the Church a miniſterial and 
coftlitiona} ,powen gf .abtution;/ Foithem:is commitred'the 
word, of. xeconcliation {2:Gurs $192 and no! more 15 grarited 
Foh. 2 ' »23. The | ſoveraign-abfolute-power-of forgiving fin 
is claimed by God, as: his Perogative royal Ifar. 43.25, 
Micsh. 7.18, Nor \can' it. «be aſcribed to any. creature 
without. blaſphemy... For-\who :can' forgive fin but God Luk. 
55242 yet , a Mipiſterial power --0f .-abſolation | is / exerci» 
cd by Paſtqurs., . 14: by the tminiſtery of -the' word. '- 2. by the 
adminiſtration-of the Sacraments... 3. by -prayer- -4+ bytt& 
relaxation of. the cenſures of »the Church; as (is Judiciouſly. 
expounded, by, the Reverend 'Bllbop: of '&Hrwagh, in his anſwer. 
to the Iriſh. clujts: challenge,- cp. 5 and theſober and Judi» 
cious among Romaniſts themſelves are forced toacknowlede,. 
that no. more was given by. Chriſt «0 the Apoſtles, ''$o Fers. 
annot. in Joh.20, and comment. on Matth. cap. 16. though 
ſayes, hes heis-cited by the faid Biſhop of Armzgh it b{ the proper. 
work of G9d.to remit figs;yetare theiApoſtlesAaid toremit aMo; 
not ſimply,but becauſe they apply theſe means' whereby God doth. 
remit Fay which.means are the word and'Sacraments;to which. 
we add the relaxations of the cenſures of the Church and prayer. 
14. Pag.109- He ayes, :we proteſt againſt the 'Satisf ation 
which Juſtice requires for our Sins, even after the puilt ir. 
forgiven, by denying .'Pargatory 5 ' contrary. to 1'Cor: 3+ bimſelf 
ſhall be ſaved, yit ſo. as. hy fire. 'O the feared 'Confciences of- 
Jeſuits who are not atraid to write at.this rate /*Know there- 
fore that our proteftation is againſt the-4njury, which Roma» 
nifts do both to the Juſtice of God, -and to the compleat 
fatisfaction of Jeſus Chrilt,. by aſſerting Pargatory.-- If Chriſt 
have Satisfied juſtice tully,then Humane :$zcisfaQions (in /Pur- 
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gatory -are forged jn their mint houſe at Rome, If not bor- 
' owed from the old Platoniſts and Pythagorians, © IF Juſtice 
were complat!y faticfied by Chriſt , how can' Juſtice demand 
new'ſatisfa@ion from the delinquent ?'1f the guilt be forgi- 
ven, then all the obligation to puniſhment is diffolved, fo Juſtice 
can demand**no *further 'ſatisfations. We d&ny not, but 
pirdoned” 'Sarnts, fuch as David, may be exerciſed with Pa- 
ternal] chaſtiſements, that: they may be the more Tenſible how 
bitter and evil 'a' thing it-j$; "that they have ſinhed againit the 
Lord, -but. proper fatisfa&ion. to Juſtice 'by departed Saints 
in a phace you call Purgatory, Scripture no where affirms. 
Your eyes mult be anoynted with papal Chriſm, that yon ſce 
ſo clearly your Purgatory in that place 1 Cor. 3. I ſuppoſe 
Anguftine was as clear fighted an interpreter as you, yet to him 
it feemed not ſo- clear, yea he heldit for one of theſeplaces in 
Parl which are hard tobe underſtood, 1;b. de,fid.& oper.cap-1 5. 
and queft-1.a:t Dulcit. It (cems Jefuit Cotton ſaw not ſuch clearne(s 
in it tor Pargatory, when as Th#as records 1ib.13 3 he would en - 
quire at the - devil whit were” the clearcft Scripture for Pur- 
gatory : The Diffi:ulty of' this Scripture 'appears' by the'per. 
plexcd difputes both of ancient and modern interpreters concern 
ing- it, in ſo much that Bellarmine lib. 1.de,purg.cap-5. conteſics 
it tobe, #1um ex. difficitlimis totius Scripture, one of the hardeſt 
places fit all the Bible. B:fore he 'can make uſe of it for his 
Purgatory, he muſtfight not only with Proceſtants, but alſo with 
Fathers, yea 2nd with others Popiſh authors. But it ſeems this No- 
ble difputant, who ſoatches up any thing that came next to hand, 
hath never examined what is brought by learned Proteſtants, to 
 enervate all inferences from it for the Popiſh Purgatory, as fuſt, 
that the Apoſtle docsnot fay,he ſhall be ſaved by fire,but as it were 
byfire; now though the particle 65, ar, be not alwayes a Note of 
S P 
fimilitude, yet ſarely its moſt frequently.ſo taken, and that is its - 
moſt proper fignification, who then can, infer, that a real 
fire is here meant, 2+ the gold, hay and fable , of which the 
Apoſtle ſpzakes in that context are metaphorical ,muſt not then 
likewiſe the fire b2 metaphorical. 3dly, of the word fire be 
taken-in that ſame ſenſe verſe 15» in which its uſed verſe, 13. when 
it is (id that the fire ſhall try every mans work, (as 1t ought ſaith 
Ethins in i Core 3+ 13, Yea Chamier Panſttate tom. 3elib, 26 I 
Cc 3 | Cape 


198 Of Enndamentals. | 
Cap, 14+ Set. 6. ayes, that this was neyerqueſtipned before Bellgr> 
mines, time) then ſure this-fire canuot be the Popiſh Purgatory fixe | 
for that firexrſc.1 3. Is not Purgatory :fire as Bellarmine himſelf 
Proves by. many. arguments.cap. 5. Sed. alii intellignnt, the fire 
verſe 13+ tryes every mans wirk, but Papilts do not (ay thate. 
very mans work is tryed by 'Purgatory fire. , And therctore 
Bell. to inforce this Scripture to ſpeak. for Purgatory, kin- 


dles in- it-three fires, two inverſe 13. and a third: diſtin& 
from both- in-werſc 5+ Firſt a fire ot conflagration- of .the 
world. 24ly, the fire of Gods ſevere-judgment, and 34ly. their 
imaginary fire of Purgatory in verſe 15-+But this groundlels 
fancy Of Bellarmines triple fire is confated to our hand by Efthz- 
«Se loce cit, though he ſyppreſs the Cardinals name. Lappeal all 
Bellarmines favorites to produce mie one teſtimony of a Fa- 
ther, or one ſolid reaſun for this triple fire. in that Scrip- 
ture. 'Leaving therefore for Brevity other arguments, and 
the diflexent opinions of Fathers, and latter interpreters con- 
cerning that difficule ,place, albeit theix cxpolition, who by 
the day verſe 1 3» underliand a time in this Life, and by the 
fre, the word, and ſpirit, af the Lord, which are compared 
to tire Fer. 23. 29. Matth, 3+ 1 «+ by which all doQrines, yea 
and . works alſo ſhall be examined, albeit 1 ſay this expolition 
might be maintained againſt all the cavils of Romanilts, and 
15 maintained by Chamzer lib. 26« cap. 11, 12, 13, 14+ Yet 1 
{hall chooſe with learned -Dallers lib. 1» de penis & ſatisfath 
_ cap 16. to come alittle nearer to the Cardinal, I grant there- 
fore, Not only that by the builders the Apoſile. underſtands 
the teachers of th: Church, ani by the Hay and Stable, (u- 
xfluous and uncdifying doctrine, But alo that by he. day. 
"May be undciſtood the 'day of the great and general Judge- 
Tent, - which Bellarmine confirms by ſundry probable argu: 
nents, and (aycs that it was the ſenſe of all the Fathers, of 
many [ confc(s, but 1 will not ſay all, and therefore Eſthi- 
#s \hews more ingenuity with his Fere, almoſt, then the 
Cardinal vzith his emncs, all,. Nay 1 _ fuxther grant to him, 
that by the fre trying evcry mans work, may well be un- 
deeftood, the fevere Judgement of God at the Great day, 
Hitherte Bellarmine, and 1 have gonc along in expounding 
«23s Scripture, but now when . it comes tq the puſh, we di- 
"% 7.07... 2 _ 


vide, _at rhe: laſt, | For Bellarmize,' chat” he 'may fay 
ſomething for the Papal intereſt would have-theſe words 
werſ.. 15+ he (ha]l be ſaved as &) fire underſtood, thus, 
he fhall be ſaved having pafſed thorow the fire of Pur- 
garory. Bur this is repugnant to. Bellarmines former 
conceſſions, for this ſaving as by fire, falls our the day 
when the fire (hall try. every mans work, as is clear 
from the context, but that is by Bellarmines confel- 
ſion, at .the day of Judgement, conſeauently this 
cannot be by the fire of: Purgatory, for then the fire 
of Purgatory according to Romaniſts, will be cx- 
tir. 1 ſuppoſe therefore the learned Dalleus has hit 
on the righe fenſe of the words, thus, he (hall be 
ſaved, yet with boſs ; he ſhall looſe the comfort of his 
work, 2nd the additional reward of grace,. which he 
might have expeced, had he been more faithful. Nay 
it will be a miracle of mercy that himſelf is ſaved, 
he ſhall be ſaved with difficulty, So firi and ſever 
will. the Judgement be thar he nwſt undergoe, that he. 
| ſhall be according to the phraſe Amor..q. 17; asa fire 
brand plucke- our of the burning, By this timel hope 
it will-appear- that Romanilts travel in van, when they 
would beat ſome ſparks out of this Scripture,.to kindle 
their Imaginary fire of Purgatory. 126] 
15. Ibid, He ſayes, We proteſt againſt the e- 
trrnal Prieſt-hocd of Feſus Chriſt according, to the order-of 
Melchiſedeck,. by rejefing the wunbloody- +6: wy of the 
Maſs, contrary to Mal, 1,16. We moſt firmly believe 
-Chriſts eternal Prieſt-hood: according to the order of 
Melchiſedeck. But the abomination of an unbloody 
and propitiatory ſacrifice in the maſs; as derogatos 
ry and repugnant. ro-the perfe& ſacrifice offered on 
the croſs, we juſtly rejet. Can there be a propiti- 
atory ſacrifice without ſhedding of Blood Heb. 9.222 
Can there be a proper ſacrifice without the a” 
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of: \. thei:thibg - ſacrificed:?''.if ube ſacrifice! of: Chriſt, 
upon-the>crols ; was: perfe&ty; why: then' anult ir 'be>res) | 
peated 2 if: 1t was. eſpecially -in. regatd of the Maſs: 
{acrifice that 4{-lchrſedeck;6id prefigute Chrilt, -why 
didinot the: antiibr..ro; the Hebrews, whois'fo pundiu.. 
all-in-enumerating the .reſemblances- berwiktHdrlchiſra, 
deck and Chrift,-once mention-that.2 yeadothhenor, 
parpolely as ſeems exclude-ir, when he aftirms, if he:be' 
often offered, then muſt he often ſuffer? Will the ob-«: 
lation: of: the Maſs; be-cterpal.> Do: nor .Popiſh- aus: 
thors acknowledge, that it will be-intecrupted; when». 
their ſuppoſed Antichriſt (hall come? And will Ckrift: | 
then ceale to 6 a _ after the order of Metrhbje 
edeck} Can: thetr / authors - agree upon a-propetſa- 
Nikcing ain | the: miaſs2- what one ayes, does nor; 
another, 'confure'? -ye may try,if ye can condeſcendto: 


. 
. 


me- on that facrificing acts and thething ſacrificed, that 


— 


can: expiate; the {ins of -living and dead. - If you pons! © | 
der theſe hints, ''Þ ſuppoſe: you may find ground toilook' 
upenryour [dob{acrifice>ot; the Hats as an abomination! _ 
of Jelolation: ſer up in:the:holy place; » But how they! ; 
1s Chriſt a Prief for.ewer after the order of 'Melchifſes: 
deck, #f he but once offered h:mfelf 2 1 wonder that Je- 
ſuits who pretend to; ſo: muctiatuteneſs, donoradyert! 
that there are: more: :Saccrdoral :aRs then the aQualob-- _ 
latiotof the dacrifice.: Vas nat the high-Prieſts inter-! | 
celfion in the: liplyathelicsd (acerdoral 2? does notour' 
Eord>Chvifi: live for ror tarmalt: intercefſims Hebi7\. 
252 ? In-the/perrennant» victuer-of that one'bloody fas 

criice' once: offered) on ithe-'crofsy byihich: he bis" fob 
eur prrfefied them that: are fanflified Heb, IC Þ4. as 
tor that! place! in; ak 1 ye will ſay more them alt 
the: Jeluirs -rhar »have Bonesbeforey yori, 1: you prove 
thar io ſvcaks> of iyovr-tatrifice of hs Mais 5 Vharis 
notre uſyab for prophers-of 'the'Qle Teſtamtnr; __ to 
x pred 
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- predict New Teſtament duties under an alluſionto Old 


Teſtament rites > Have not our Divines brought very 
conliderable arguments, -ro, proye.that Malachy does: 
rpt. ſpegk. of ary, proper prophelataryſucrifice3"bur of. 
the ſpirizual ſacrifices of, Prayer, Thankſgivir®," ad 6- 
ter holy 4Rions, which Row, 12.7. farecalledaVivirgs 
holj, and acceptable ſacrifite 1oGod,* Does not Malachy- 
in tbar ſame verſe predi char incenſe ſhall be offered up, 
alchovgh. your corrupt _vul2ar verſion fiach omitred it: 
yet Bell 146.T.de,miſs.cop.10,acknowſegges'that it is fo, 
| both in the Hebrew, andin the tranſlation of the ſeverny. 
But the incenſe 1s without doubt to be underſtood Mes 
taphorically, of che incenſe of Prayer, as Pſal., 14x. f. 
Why. then ou2ht not, the ſacrifice alſo be*riken in 2 
ſpiritual ſenſe? Doth not the ſame propher Aalathy ſpeak 
of Levites allo cap. 3. werſ. 3." aid be ſhall parifie the 
Sons of Lei, - that, they may offer unto the Lord 
an offering of Righteouſneſs, and this alfo in reference 
to. Goſpel times, as Bellarmize acknowledges cap. cit 
yct 1 hope they will not ſay a proper Levitical Prieſt= 
= is tobe {ct up under the Goſpel, why then a pro, 
er ſacrifice ?. Hence, More, againſt Tirin controv.22. 
* 5, {ys that not only the Chaldee Paraphraſts and 
other Jews, but'allo among Romaniſts, I{edor Clariue , 
and. Y atablus did expound the place of fpiritni} ob- 
tions. fo alſo did Tertol. 1:6. contro. tudes, as is ac- 
. knowlcdzed by 4 lapzde. Nor are we againſt the ac - 
conmodation which Fathers have wade of irtortheEn- 
cats 9s to- 2 ccrtymemorative' cychiriltick*r-'fis;« 
aificitive ſacrifice. . As for the' :Cavilts of Bellaymrire, 
Gord1n of Hunth, 4layide and other popiſh cont Foverfifts, \ 
to p=rvert this teſtimony of Malarhy ro2 propiri1. 
tory ſacrifice' of. the Maſy, rhey are learnelly conjured 
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Cap. 4+ and Mareſ. inthe place cited, not to mention ©: 
thers .at. the time. | * OE TS WTI 


; 16. And lafth, 1big, He ſayes, We proteff againſt atd 
Gods com 5, and. word, b Faking* away ree-ill inq: | 


Lg 


beyirg hum, | Does eh6ir whole ſtrength confilt in ly; 


inz repreſentations > Let the world therefore know, 
we deny not .free-will, co man, we freely affent to 
Auſitn, Epift, 46, ad Valentinum, if there be hor grace, 
how hall God ſave the world? if rhere be not” free. 
will, how. (ball he. judze. it * and with. Bernard” de 
gra. & bt. art. take away free will, there ſhall be 
nothing to be ſaved, Take away grace there ſhall not 
be a mean, whereby any can, be ſaved. 7 freely grant 
that all the ex1ortations, promiſes, and threatnings of 
the word prove that! God deals with met) as ratio. 
nal and .free Agents. Only we proteſt againſt we: 
facrilegious crimes of Jefuired Papilts. in reference to. 
this matter, .k That #1der &a pretence of exaltirg 
mans free-wnl, they everturn the atſolute Neteſſity of the 
free grace f God, as. if an unregenerate man con!d 'dv 
things truely acceptable ro Gcd, contrary to luculent 
Scripture Kc. 8.7. 8.7, 15. 2, Matth. 7.12. Heb. 
I1. 6. Hence Yincent. Lirinenfis in commontt, cape.34s 
quis ante profanum Pelagium » who ever” before that 
profane Pelagrus did ſo preftime upon; the firength of 
free-will, as to Imagine that grace was not neceſ« 
fary to every good work. And Concil, 4urarſ. 2, 
cap.. 7+, 1t any fay_ that by the firength of Nauure, 
boxum al:quid qd ad ſalutem vita tterxe ye truet; yea con 
gitare ut expedit,aut eligereyto0 think or chooſe any thing 
as... we ought - — Her:t:co fallitur ſpirity. 2. 
We proteſt againſt them, for over throweng the efficacy of the 
race of , God, to exalt the Diana of free Will, as if 
th Ele& aud Reprobate had. aſufficient prace. "ny 


© afaindenendls 393 
the ke: wy one-is Converted pax another were 
_ not ine exermini wer and influence.of grace 
but becauſe the one | bs free-will improves bi uf 
 Hcleng..., grace; better |, then the other... Yea the 
Jeſuit 4oltrs, ſpares not to, fay »: chat the mica- 
fare of Grace may be in him, who 'is not con- 
yereed entitatively ;. more they in. him who is 
converted 1 and .yct .through the, mal-improvment 
of .ſree-will, may miſcarry, ſhould nar, this ,man 
make himſelf eo diffcr, from another, andhave where- 
in to gory, Contrary to the Apoſtle, I, Cor. 
4. 7+ how then.ſhould God be wltid to. work 
both to wi'l and. to.do of his own good plca- 
fure , Phil. 2, 1: > How ſhould theſe high epi- 
thers, and: elogics be made of the cfficacy of Gods 
working on believers Epheſ. t 19. the exceedtrg 
greatneſs of his power roward them that belicwes 
What meant 4uft1» when he ſaid that God wrought 
in us, #decl:rabiliters TI Know it wonld require 
\ fomcrhing of a Scholaſtick debate ro clear the 
conſiſtency of free-will , with: the efficagy of free= 
grace to whicn + will nor- at preſet -digreſs. 
Only to cut off all the Cavils of litigious Tc ſuirs , 
t lay no more neceſſity upon the wil! of man, 
then do Thom:ſis and: Dominicazs, if Jeſuits dare 
nor pronounce thcem Herericks, neither can they 
us, upon this account, 
By this time I hope it may appear, that in. all 
theſe particulars , the doftrine of Proteſtants is 
conform to the Scriptures, and the dofAtrine of 
| Romaniſts repugnant thereunto.. And ſo it hath: 
befaln this Sophilter, as did the army of Eu- 
gerivs the Tyrant, the darts which they threw 
Dd. 3 | againſt 
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25ninſt Thiodefrar ind HIS iripetidt Arty; were driven: } 
back by the wind into the faces of theta thar threw 
th-m. : vu: wh {4 4 jel )J211 k | [ |, WIND, 41 FL ©." 322% 
''1 hid, almaſt* forgot that the'Painphleter, pag, Tode 
rimt'ts "we to "the "rbuth-Fotie (he reformed Gifped, 
aud” to' the Manuel of Chutrout ſie 4 1 belleverins , 
ace he is berter \erfed intheſe trifling Pamphlers., - 
then” cirher” ir}, the! Seriprires,! or writings of 'Þa» 
tiers. He will net'offtnd,'r Rope; that Frommcnd 

to his perulfY” the' replyes! made” to thifes "pare 
ticularly | to Mr. Tombs Rominſm—— diſcuk. 
{:d "ag tint WY. T er b:: vile "his Manual ef Comme 
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IF-.N the ſeventh Paper againſt Mr. Dempſter, pag. 126, &c. 
| finding him to be of atergiverfing humour, ſo.that albeit 
= he was:oft caviiling about the ambiguity of.Scripture, yet 
would he neither argue againſt: the-perſpicuity of.Scripture, 
nor anſwer arguments brought for it. I could Judge no means 
ſ{o.probable to convince him:of his Errour; as- to pitch upon 
ſomeAcriptures. which. Romaniſts ſay.do- molt favour them, 
anditgs demonſtrare:that- theſe. are clear :for us, :- did begin 
withthat,, Hoc.eft:Corpus meum,; 'This is my Body; : and. offered to 
' do the like, p. 129. with other controverted Scriptures, ſuch 
as Luke 22.32. Met.-16,18;:1;T:m.-3. 15.. Foh.:21. 16. But 
though:we exchanged diyers.-papers thereafter, Mr. Dempiter 
had nevet. the canfidence .once tro examin- tkatargum-=nt a+ 
painſt :Tranſubſtantiation;, far, leſs to. fall: upon-other places. 
The Scribler, who now appears, ſuppoſes he:hatly ſolved that 
argument as eaſily" as Sampſon. broke the : withes wherewith 
Delilab had-tied him, Fudg;16.9. YetT hopeto make him ſe1- 
bble of his miſtake.;;;; 4 5 59 inn $0043 os | 

w | GEL DE fb 06.53.5448 43H Ga ng n SO art? = 
The Popiſb Figment 'of \Tranſ, 4b ſt antiation briefi ly Confuted, 
. and the Authors argument 4 gainſt ;its -T1najcated from the 
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ot, exceptions of the Pamphleter./.”.c:. 1 FO 2 


Aﬀſnig;by'his tinderyaluis and'approbrious words, I firſt 
X- - take ndrice that; '1 12: he ſays," 1 bring only 'a Philoſoph:cel 
Argument”, to prove” that theſe wirds, This is my Body, are w 
be taken in a Figurative ſenſe © Bit if 'he be pleaſed to review 
whar't farid ;-he will 'find'F brought dii Argument. from a 
Scriptlire-Medium”, and *Confirmetd the ſence of Proteſtants 
- with the teſtiniony of Auſtin cdntra Adimantum , cap. 12. and 

e660 | F f Jertul, 
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44 Of Trarſubftantiation. 


Tertull. contre Tud. cap. 40. None of which this vain-glorious 
diſpurant adventures to examine. pts 
I was ſo far from looking upon that Argument which I 
brought as the only ſupporter of our Dottrine, that I adver- 
tiſed Mr. D:mpiter, Pap.7. pag. 127. of armies of Arguments 
brought by Whittaker , Chamier , Morton , Nethenus, 6c. to. 
prove the ſame concluſion. Doth not the ſenſes of a[l men 
in the world, find real. bread after conſecration ? Did eyer- 
God deceive the ſenſes of all men, through ſo many ages? 
If the Argument from ſenſes were fallacious. when the Organ 


| Wh. 


and Medium are rightly diſpoſed, and the obje& withineo 
venient diſtance; how did Chriſt uſe it, Luk. 24. 38, 2 | 
Why do- thoughts arife in your bearts , behold my hands and my 
feet, that it is I my ſelf, handle me, and ſee, for a Spirit hath 
nor fleſh and bones, as ye ſee me bave. Doth not conſe» 
crated Bread and Wine nouriſh Bodies as other Bread-and 
Wine ? Do they not putrifie and turn to worms when'lbng 
kept ? Have not perſons been poyſoned thereby ? Will either 
meer accidents, or the true glorified body of Jeſus do: ſo? 
Was it ever heard that the bleſſing and conſecration of a thing 
did deſtroy or- atnihilate it ? What have Romaniſts here to 
conſecrate but. read aud Wine ? The glorified Body of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, I hope is above their conſecration , and 
doth the benedi@ion of the Bread make it ceaſe to be ? Doth 
not two things, verhun, and elementum, as Aujtia well obſerved 
Trac.80.in Fob. A viſible element and an audible word, concur to make 
up a Sacrament? Ft the fubſtance of Bread and Wine ceaſe, where 
have they a remaining element which hath a Sacramental Ana- 
logy with the Body and Blood of Jefus ? WiH they fay that a 
ſpeCter of meer accidents without a ſubje@ are an element with 
fuch an Analogical reſemblanee? Is not theend of a Sacrament to 
confirm us by things viſible in the faith of inviſible myſteries? 
E not the figment of tranſubſtantiationa thing fo incredible 
co reaſon, that it tends rather to ſhake faith than to confirm 
it; is it credible if Chriſt had meant by theſe words, that the 
Bread was Tranfubſtantiated into his Body , that the Diſci- 
ples who were ſcrupulous about far leſs matters, would not. 
have moved one ſcruple concerning this ſtupendious myſte- - 
rie? Are not figurative expreſſions very frequent in Sacramen- 
tal purpoſes, as Gen. 17, 19. Circumciſion. is my Cornet, 
f | Ex06, 


Exod, 12.11: 'The Lamb is. the Paſſerver:,; Cor. 1043. thi 
Rock is Chriſt ? Doth not Romaniſts acknowledge: multi- 
tude of figurative expreſſions in the juſtification'of the Sup- 
per ?; As when the faid, 1 Cor. In. 24. This is my Body 
which is: broken, was it then broken ? Was there not there, 
Enallage temporis ? So in Verſe 25, This Cnp is the New Teſta- 
ment \in my Blood; are there not more figures than one? Is 
not the cup put for that which was contained in.the cup ? 
Can either the cup, or that which was in the cup be called 
the New Teſtament without a Trope ? Why then judge they 
itſo: pjacular 2 crime to expound thefe words in the-ſame 
inſtitution 3: This is my body figuratively ? Is it not often 
calle(l bread after the conſecration, as I'Cor, 10, 16.'1 Cor.1!s 
26, 27..: Let a man Examine himſelf, and ſo let bim Eat of this 
Bread ? Can they: reconcile theſe expreffions with their 
- notion of T:ranfubſtantiatien, withour making all theſe figue 
rative?: Think. ithey: it not 'a' Cyclopick-like praftice to 
devour the living body of a Man; much more of their Sa» 
viour? Muſt: not the Heavens receive Chriſt till he come 
again, A@. 3. 21. Are we not prohibited £o believe theſe, 
who ſay, loe here is Chriſt, or: there, or in ſecret Chambers, 
Math. 24. 23. 25.. Do not the/principles of Romaniſts in this 
thing, expoſe” them .to' perpetual hazard of Idolatry , not 
only:through the nncertainty of the Priefts intention , upon 
which, according to them, depends” the "conſecration ; buc 
alſo through many other contingencies , ſuch as the Prieſts 
erring in the pronunciation of the words, whereof the people 
can-never have certainty, they being bur ſeeretly whiſpered, 
and though heard, doth every one underſtand Latin? Heard 
he never of the Prieſt, who having many Wafers to confecrate, 
ſaid, Hec ſunt corpora mea? Whar thould I blot Paper with the 
abſurdities, which many have deduced from the replication of 
_ Chriſt's body in many thouſand not contienous places. the je» 
netration of allthe parts of the body of Jefiis in every point, 
and the exiſtence of accidents wittiouta ſubjie&, Dotrh nct 
Renatus Des Cartes,” and many greizt Philoſophers, queſtion if 
there be ſuch accideurs in the world, as the Schools did com» 
monly teach about the time of the Lateran Council? ls it 
not a goodly article of Faith, which is calcn]ated to the va- 
riable and problematick Nypotnts ok Philoſophers, which 
T3: may 
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may have wan inonevge) nee 
reaſon be exploded in atiother; { Muſt R 
with the Se& of Peripatericks? Is it not thetieight'of Impu- 


haps with more Þ}. 
ipion ſtand and falk |} 


dence.to (ay.that the wards" of tlie'Inftiturion are clears for; 


their Tranſubſtantiated preſence 4 ſeeing Stotw: their ſubtle: 


DoRr confeſſes, that tad .nar-;the Church! tmerpeſed heri 
definition;no-man con!d-have fronuthem ronchided Tranſubs: 
ſtantiation 8: [t's not» the perfÞicuity of Seripture Hocordi 


to Scotus thatymade:che myſterie of Franſubttantiatior clear? 
but rhe Lateran definition >>and&yet-its.queſtioned alſo; Afi ! 
that Lateran Councikit were: defineds? Are we the firſt whs: | 


held the ſence bf. thele-words f 
ſirively ſay .as muck, \cortrs ; 
very 'expre(s;, Dial: 1. Dominus) impoſuit! ſagno: monteh 'cOPporks £ 
_ Andalittle after,-our-Saviour, faith-hez — riames; 
.  Corpori ſuo impeſuit (nement: Signi;- & Jigs: impiulſuct cnonmien 


urdtive? waar Hnitin Po#: 


ſui, & ita qui ſe vitem jpſe.pocabit;;vocabit figuurnn ſai gidnem arms 3 | 
and agajn he. hoyoured,,: ſaichhe, viſible. Symbolswich the» 
_ Names of hisbody'iand blood, Non natyurem mutendo;'fed gva+- 


mats; caps T2; Is not Theod; 


FF; 


tiam-nature: adjiciende. .not bychangingeheir Nature: or .fiibs: © 


ſtance, but;by-adding Rra00: theretoii: What need Lmore, may” 
not theip ownCappmaw ito P:thein mouchs,. a9, 2; de Conſe\. 
crat. Can, hoc, andthe gloſs. t we; , where-itig expreſſy: 
declared, thatthe TMR tdaveal 

won proprie &: 111i veritave,} not-properlys fed fighificante om ; 
_ vio, . but by a my(tical ſignification,:. becaufe\the: 

bread dath. 5-026 Fr 
9, Ig, pi E..&c.1And 
thatt current-of 


Novitete, Papiſmi; demotniſtrated;;: 


ſtantiationraiſed among their ir- WB MED: 


.  Degz04m0do beſt, on 
' Burl eaving 7 ſe.and Ffuch.. like rol 
againſt this.bloo y DoirineptLras adftantiationz for: which 
Papiſts have ſhed. A blood.of many th onſandgofRroteſtants:: 
I come to. examine hep eat ns inn eres 10: 
much.underralues;.  :, :;;- london bage! de 
F-250 An 


pier Ares watter, what al | 

world of interminable eee haththis co oh of Tranſub=t 
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4 - Andfirft; Imuſt remember him of one branch of the Argu- 
| ment: which he :hath- not'touchied , which he- will find-in- 
peg. 129. what Chriſt took'in his hands , what he'gid'break: 
and blets;' tharhe gave-coihis' Diſciples; and 'affirmd" robe 
his body-3ubut it'was bread' which he*rook into bis hands, 
which be! did" break :aruibleſ(s 3: Ergo , It was bread which he 


Argument!2@ 4 7 fi 
ext I come to'try-howAG! 
whathe hath teuched? La ſtowed indeed pap.7. p:1 27. that tbeſe 
words of Gbrijt,- 4 bis is'1y body; "(K&Eording to the Romiſh glols, 
would-be inexplicable, taHfe,” ant imply x'contradition; and 
conſequently their gloſsi'conld not/be (genuine 7 Tam fo far 
from beihg-removed: from! my:Judgnient , 'by reading this 
- Pamphlet, that the 'ſhallowheſs'of: his Anfwers do the more 
confirm,me. <And tirſt I faidit was:inexplicable;, and there-' 
fore:defired Mr: Demfter toilet me know what Chriſt meant by 
hoe; thie3/ for: if he meant either the breaQor-the accidents off 
bread:; the ſerice muſt be'figarative3'ifor'thEfe are 68 ih a 
_ proper ſence':the body: of Chrift.'' Ahd'by bv&; this,” Chriſt: 
"could not mean his own body, it not being yet preferit-when hoc 
this, ws pronounced;:Norcould he mein; 'Exs inconfuſs, indi- 
_ tidwon vagumizcortoutentumiſub?ſpaickus; \that'1s, Torhething' 
' under the accidents: bf bread} 'Chriſt himſelf kiiew itt what, 
_ whichare> the: deſperate: ſhifts: of 'SchooIlmen-*' This Fay, 
cannot be:the meaning, .unleſsthey> come to that height of 
_  Blaſphemysto affirmithat Chriſt's underſtanding Was clouded 


-F with confufions,” ſothatthe:krew-not-himiſelfwhat heſmednt 


by:boe, i ES al eh heanſwers, pag.-112; 113: That HWoc,' 
_- this; fignifzed ndthing Jeterminately until the lat word, 'or prodicate' 
-Þ [my Body:]:was proxmunced:: A noble Solutiori forfooth , 
- andiwonthyofthe acumeil ot a Jeſuit ! Dorh he not by ſaying 
= | that when Chriſt pronounced this,” it ſignifyed nothing at" all 
unately ; confirm what I ſay,” thar* their-gloſs renders 
pohton of Chrilt inexplicable ; for I can-pur'no —_ 
1 : gloſs 
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gloſs upot:the words of this Pamphleter, but-that neither the | 
Apoſtles, nor yet Chriſt himſelf underſtood what hoe. ſigni» | 
fied, when it was firſt uttered ; it ſignifyed nothing deter- 
minately, then it would appear it ſignifyed ſomething, but - 
indeterminately, what can this be, but the individuum vegum, 
that others talk of; that is,. in plain Scots, ſomething, bur 
Chriſt himſelfknew not what. Was the mind of our Saviour, 
in whom are all treaſures of wiſdom and knowledge, fo 
clouded ? Though it were granted, that the hearer could not 
underſtand ſo diſtintly, what were meant by hoc,th,untibthe 
predicate & whole propoſition were uttered,yet ſure atthe 1ſt 
utering of the ſubje& hoc, the ſpeaker himſelt knows as perfe&-: 
ly what he means by it,as when the whole propoſition'1s Nv 
Now the queſtion betwixt Romanits and us,ts, what Chriſt who 
was. the ſpeaker, underſtood by this, when he uttered it ; 
Sure it:could benothing, but that which he had in his hand;: 
at the prefent, butat the preſent he had noching in his hand: 
bur real bread, for the body.of Chrift was not: ſubſticuted i 
the place of bread, according to the principles of Tranfub- 
ſtantiators, ergo,-boc, this, could ſignifie nothing but bread, 
and that ptonipitely z and confequently the prapoſition: 
muſt be figurative. _—_— man holding out a piece-of 
Gold to another, ſhould ſay, :this-is.a_ Fecobrus ,, who could: 
deny, but by this at the firſt pronunciation thereof, he did! 
underſtand the piece of Gold ? whether he or [ do quibble cons 
cerning this matter, others may judge. 4 52 {5490 
Ladded Secondly, pag. 128. that according to the Popiſh: 
gloſs, this propoſition. of Chriſt's were both falſe; and: 
ſhould imply a manifeſt contradiion. This I confirmeditwo. 
wayes 3 Firſt, becauſea true affirmative propoſicion de pre-' 
ſenti cannot produce its own obje&, elſe in that inſtant: of 
Nature, wherein the propoſition is conceived before its ob- 
je, as the cauſe before its effe&'; the propoſition ſhould be 
true, as is ſuppoſed, and not true, becauſe the obje& in that 
inſtantis not. Secondly, becauſe at leaſt in that inſtant 'of 
time, wherein the copula of an affirmative propoſition de 
preſent; is enunciated , the. ob)e& ought to exiſt,* But 
according to Tranſubſtantiators in that inſtant of time 
wherein Chriſt pronounced the copula of this propoſition, 
This is my body, Chriſt's body was not in the Sacrament, and 
| - ehere- 


therefore the propofition-in the. ſenſe- of 'Tranſubſtantiators 
muſt be falſe. This Argument he firſt retorts, pag. 113. 
Alieadging that this other affirmative propoſition of Chriſt de pra- 
" ſenti,, Fob: 15. 1ha is my command, that ye love one another, doth . 
' produce its own objeftz:and pag- 115, he adds many more, viz, 
let the light be made, let the firmament be made, young man I ſay 
unta thee, ariſe, 7 will , be thou healed. T1 wonder that with 
theſe words of God, fiat celum, he did not joyn theſe of the 
Pope, Ejto Cardinals , whereby his - Holineſs , like another 
Deity, by two words, of.a kind of won ens, creates a Cardi- 
nal.- Yer [muſt take leave to tell! him, that in none of theſe 
examples, is there an inſtance of an afficmative propoſition 
de preſenti producing its objze&, meer imperative words, ſuch 
as fiat lux, let there be light ; and the reſt mentioned pag,” 115. 
are no affirmative propoſitions, but meer commands. Doth 
God affirm every thing to be which he commands to be? 
What, a Jeſujite, and not able to diſtinguiſh betwixt one 
affirmative propoſition, and a word of command ? If any of 
his -inſtances ſeem to be to the purpoſe, it's that Fob. 15. * 
This is my command, that ye love one another. Bur neither is that 
an affirmative propoſition de preſenti, producing its obje&. 
I hope the Diſciples were bound to love one another before: 
that, conſequently the command of mutual love had a pre- 
vious exiſtence. If therefore it be asked, what Chriſt meant 
by hoc, Tb#, in that propoſition, I do not fay with the Pam- 
phleter, that he meant nothing determinately, til} the whole 
propoſition was uttered, byt he meant the command of loving 
one another, which was in force before he uttered that pro- 
poſition 3 and that the following words , that ye love one-ano- 
ther, are added but exegetically , that the. Diſciples might 
underſtand, what was the: particular command he meant. 
And truly the Diſciples had as much need of this explicati- 
on, after the prolation of the predicate as of the fubje&. 
For when he had ſaid, 7bis is. my Commandment , g's had'yer 
beenata lofs what the command was,unleſs he had ſubjzoyned 
this explication.. If it be enquired, may not an afficmative 
propoſition de preſenti be a command quoad primum: ſuum- eſſe, 
and have its ſelf for its ob'e& ? Anſw. Though that were, 
yet would it not follow that an affirmative propoſition de 
preſenti is produttive of its obje& ; I ſuppoſe a -c5 
uffici- 
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ſufficiently.demonltrate that it.is:repugriantTo; reaſon-that's | A 3 
thing-ſhould produce it felt ,. ac leatt;, asito its-firit being? IF 
[n that-caſe it would only tollow-that the: propoſition werea 


. formalcommand, ora ſiguitication of thewill-of God , ob< 
liging'to obedience'z.but not that the propoſition: ſhould be 
a command; and yet producethe-commandz that I ſuppoſe 


were ſtilla contradiction; » ©. ini ve oY a ame 
AsS'there.is no {olidity- in his -retortion,: ſo neither in his 


poſitiveanſwer which thus he delivers, The propefition-of Chriſt  - 


(ſlaith/he)' 2 true i the inflant of Nature ;' ſed nor pro inftanti 
 Naturz; but not-for the injtant of Nature, . even as to day 1 may truly 
affirm.what-will be to marrow. It miſtake.not,- he ſtill involves 

himſelf in: contradictions. . As'to day.hecamot truly affirm; 

de preſenti what ſhall only be to morrow , -ſo neither can. he. 
in this inſtant of Nature truly :affirm- de preſent; what” ſhall. 
only be in the next. . When a :propofition tor:any: inſtant; 
whether: of time or. nature,” affirms. that to-be de preſents, 
which is. not: in that inſtant, that . propoſition: is ſurely 
* difconform to its obje&, and conſequently falſe: » If there- 
fore that. may: truly. be affirmed: de. preſenti» which'is not. 
de preſenti, then. the propoſition ſhould be: both true and 
falſe z- rrue, -and not true, at once. - Nor do Ideftroy all pre- 
Fical knowledge, as he ignorantly affirms ; .by denying .that 
anaffirmative/propoſition de preſexti can 'be produdtive of its 
obje&. ' Who beſide him ever affirmed that all prafiical know- 
ledge affirms its objed to be before it « ? Were not this.indeed to 
make all pra&ical knowledge to imply: a contradi&ion;? 
Now, whether. he or. I deſerve -his civil Complements of a 
Don Quck-Sott,” and. whether their figment.of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation,: or the Dodrine of reformed Churches ,-concerning: 
che ſenſe of this propoſition of Chriſt, be the Chymer and Wind- 
mill of giddy brains, is remitted to the Judgment of unbyaſſed_ 
perſons. - | | he: ) 


h WA 


The Pamphleters.'S uperfitial' reflexions on the number and 
Nature of Sacraments, exammed, 
oats the number of Sacraments , I had the; more 
largely inſiſted in my Tenth Paper, becauſe ma 
| er 


ferhad Solemnly appealed me to prove the Doftrine of the Re-. 


' formed Churches as to that thing. But how Scabrous a Reply 

15 given by the Famphleter from p. 115. they who indifferently. 
compare both may Judge. The enumeration of the pamplileters 
omiſſtons in this one queſtion would draw long, I mention bur 
one, though each of rhe five Romiſh Sacraments, Confirmation, 
Penance, Marriage,extream Undtion,and Orders were ſeverally 
confured, yer thisGhoſt of Mr.Dempfters had not the confidence 
to examin what was obje@ed againſt any of them. 

To Supply thoſe defedts, he betakes nimſelf, as his cuſtome 
is, to ſome jmpertient clamours. As 1. That this tenet of two 
Sacraments and no more, is a fundemental of the Proteſtant. Religion. 
2, that this is peculiar to us, all the reſt of our Tenets being derived from 
other Hereticky. 3. That it was @ year before this anſweer $0 Mr. 
Demplters, query did appear. To begin with the laſt of theſe, I 
anſwer, that my Reply to Mr.Dempfters tenth paper was inread- 
ineſs. within a moneth, and communicated to ſome friends, but 
could not be delivered through Mr. Dempſters diſappearing. To 
the firſt of the other two, I anſwer, its a manifeſt falſhood did 
Inot prolixly ſhew that if there be any controverſy in Divinity, 
wherein an adverſary may wrap himſelfup in Logomachies, 
this is it. And that as the word Sacrament is explained more or 
tewer, may beafferted. Ought not. proteſtants to know what 
are the fandamentalls of their one Religion better then a Ro- 
maniſt ? Doth not learned Whittaker prele??. de Sac, q. 6. cap.2; 
declare that any errour in this matter non eft cepitalis, Indeed the 
preciſe ſeptenary ofSacraments is a fundamentall ofthe Romiſh 
Religion, and therefore the Council of Trent. Seſ.7. Can.1. hath 
anathemarized all that hold any otherwiſe, yet T hope this 
foundation was Sufficiently overthrown in my laſt. To the ſe- 
cond, I anſwer that Papiſts Simbolizing with Hereticks, hath 
been demenſtrated in many particulars, but our concurrence 
with them in_one reall Hereſy hath not been proved, nor can 
be, by all the Caball of Jeſuirs. As to the Dodrine of two Sa- 
crements, the Magdeburgians Cent. 12. Cap. 6. Col. 1206. from 
an. ancient; manuſcript fhew that.it was one of the Poſitions of 
the. Waldenſes, Duo effe Ecclefie Sacramenta, Baptiſmum & cenam. 
Domini, either then the aldenſes wer Proteſtants, which is con- 
trary to what he ſaid before, or it is falls, that this is peculiar 
to proteſtants. Were not ju!tin Martyr, Tertullian, Cyprian Ambroſe, 

| Go Chryſoft, 
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447 Of Tranſubſt antiation. 
Ghryſeft. Anftin, &c. of the ſame mind? He may remember Anſtins 
wumero Pauciſſima, Epiſt. 118. and his Gemina, lib. 2. de Symbol. ad 
Catech. cap.6. and other touches of Antiquity to this purpoſe in 
my tenth, which yet wait for his examination. His glefs upon 
Auitins gemina, that he meant only two chief Sacraments, is to dilute, 
he might as well ſay, there are but two Planets, or that eceb 
had but two Sons, meaning two chief ones. Bur why ſhould 
theſe only be called the two chiet Sacraments, ſeeing according 
to Romaniſts, Pennance is more neceffary to Salvation then the 
Euchariſt ? F appealled my adverſary to Inſtance fo much as 
one Father that affirmed a preciſe ſeptenary of Sacraments, 
ſhould we not heard of it, 1f it could have been given ? 
| Ir's rrue that p. 122. He hath ſome inſignificant hints at Denys 
and-Auftin, and firſt he begins in Luther, de cap. Bah. granting 
that Denys the Diſciple of Paul ſtood for ſeven Sacraments. I have 
not that Book of Luther by me to try the Citation, But though 
the Pope would affirm it, as well as Luther, I can fay, from an 
ocular inſpe&ion, that it's a groſs miſtake. Yea, Bell. l. 2. de 
Sac.ingenere 6. 27. confelles that Denys in his Book De Hierarch. 
Eccleſ. (which was the proper place of treating of Sacraments) 
omits three of theRomiſh Sacraments, Matrimony,extream Un- 
Aion and Pennance. Learned Criticks have demonſtrated that 
the works paſſing under the name of Denys the Areopagit, were 
not written by the Areopagit Pauls Diſciple, nor as appears 
within the three firſt Centuries, neither is that Author of the 
preſent Roman Faith, nay, on the contrary, he is ours as to 
the main ſubſtantials in controverſy, he is not for communions 
under one kind, nor for the Prieſts fole receiving, nor for ex- 
hortations, leſſons, and Prayers in a Tongue, which people 
cannot underſtand, nor for invocation of Saints, or adorati- 
on of Images or Creatures, nor for praying for Souls in Pur- 
gatory, yea, hor for Tranfubſtantiation, &c. as may farther 
appear, cap.7. who will affirm he is for the Romiſh precife 
Septenary of proper Sacraments, neither more nor leſs, I may 
fay, either he hath not read Dexys with advertency, or he treſ- 
paſſes againſt the principles of Ingenuity. If the Pamphleter 
can Prove that 73aem and wwcyey are taken by Denys in the 
ftri& notion, wherein a Sacrament is uſed in this controvyerſie, 
and that they are applyed by him to the ſeven Sacraments 
pleaded by the Romaniſts, and to nothing elſe, I ſhall acknow- 


ledge 


_ 
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ledge I have learned a leſſon from him. Next for. 4uſtin, the 

Pamphleter ſays, he bath all the ſeven Sacraments, becauſe forſooth in 
one place he gives the name of « Sacrament to-one, and in another place 
to another, but to pre-occupy that cavil in my Tenth paper a- 
gainſt Mr. Dempſter, I did advertiſe that Auſtin frequently uſes 
the word Sacrament'1n a large ſenſe, and attributes it to wany 
things, which neither Papiſts nor we hold for Sacraments, as to 
the Sign of the Croſs, meat given to Catechumens, yea to o- 
lygamy, infomuch that Bell. lb. 2. de ſac. in gen, cap. 24. Set. 
| Lotionem pedum non eſſe Sacramentum, acknowledges that not only 
Auſtin, but alſo other Fathers, as Cyprian, Ambroſe, Innocent. 1, 
called many things by the name of Sacrament, which are not 
proper Sacraments What need I more, where ever ſaid Auſtin, 
or any Father, that there be ſeven proper Sacraments neither 
more nor leſs? *Till this be proved, is there not reaſon to 
hold Romaniſts as Innovators in this matrer, 

How comes this quibling Sophiſter, who anſwers nothing 
to what was objeded againſt their five ſuppoſititious Sacra- 
ments to ſnarle p. 117. at the Scriptures which I brought to 
prove Baptiſm and the Lords Supper to be Sacraments, vis. 
Ad. 2.38, 39. 1Cor.11.23,24,25. Is his Indignation ſo great 
that we admit not their five new coyned Romitſh Sacraments, 
that he would turn out of the Church Baptiſm and the Lords 
Supper, which beyond all, peradventure are of Divine Inſtitu- 
tion, and of perpetual obfervation in the Chriſtian Church? 
Did he forget himſelf, when peg. 120. he brought one of the 
ſame Scriptures (at which here he cavils) to prove Baptiſm to 
be a Sacrament? Doth a Jeſuits breath add ſignificancy-to a 
Scripture, which ſignifies nothing from a Proteſtant? Or is 
his choler moved That TI called Sacraments Seals of the Promiſes of 
Salvation ? Did not the Apoſtle call Circumciſion, to which 
Baptiſme hath ſucceeded 7 he Seal of the Righteouſneſs which 
i by Faith, Kom. 4. 11. Is not Baptiſm by Theo1. (ib. dr Divin. 
decret, epitome, called dgextav of warormiy ajadwy x) T1 boourts 
dregaiotus we, the earneſt of future good thiigs, and the type 
of the ReſurreFion to come. Dorh not Baſil, 1b. 3. contra Eu- 
nom. ſay, mw oa Ii megmgyrintim my Banriouan thiiperuoas Sar, 
we muſt firſt Beheve and then be Sealed by Baptiſm ; what 
ſhould 1 cite Tertul, de penit. or Auſtin lib. 4. de B-pt. cap. 24. 
mighr he not have learned from V alent the Feſuite Tom.4.Diſp.3. 
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q. 3: Punt.1. That Sacraments are in 4 manner Seals of 'Divine 

Promiſes ? Dorth he not alſo Pund. 3, compare Sacraments:to 
the Seals of Princes annexed to their Patents ? | Ought he nor at 
leaſt to have been better acquainted with the Roman Catechiſm 
ſet forth by Pope Pinus Quintus, which teaches part. 2 ep.1. 9.7. 
that when Chriſt had promiſed forgiveneſs of ſin, and heavenly 
grace, he did inſtitute ſenſible ſigns, @uibus exum quaſi pignoribus 
obligatum haberemus, atque ita fidelem in promiſſis futurum munquam 
dubitaremus, that is, whereby we might have him obligedas'it 
were by pledges, and ſo we might never doubt of his fidelity 
in his promiſes? Who could defire a more full explication of 

Sacramental Seals ? Doth not the Scriptures at which he cavils, 
(\ufficiently hold forth that Sacraments are inſtituted for the 
obſignation of promiſes ? Is not rhis the ground upon which 
Peter, Aff. 2. 38, 39. exhorts thoſe to be Baptiſed for the Re- 
miſſion of Sins, becauſe the promiſe was theirs ; if the Promiſe 
was theirs, then their ſins were ape" pardoned, and fo Bap- 
tiſm was to be adminiſtred for the oblignation of the Promiſe. 
Bur ſays he, there is no mention of Salvation in that Scripture, 
how childifh.is this obje&ion ? Is not Salvation contained in 
the Promiſe ? Is there not an Infallible connexion betwixt re- 
miſſion of Sin and Salvation, Rom. 8, Whom he juſtifies, them be 
glorifies ? Doth he Seal to any remiſſion of Sin, to whom he 
ſeals not Salyation'?? Can the other Scripture, 1 Cor. 11. This 
Cup is the New-Teftament, bear any other tolerable ſenſe, but that 
the Cup, that is, the Conſecrated liquor in the Cup, was a Seal 
of the New-Covenant? Canany Romanitt deny that this pro- 
poſition, The Cup is the New-Teftament is figurative ? Can any 
fay that the Cup was Tranſubſtantiated into the New-Teſta- 
ment ? Ifit could have born another congruous ſenſe, ought 
it not to have been declared when this Sophiſter was quarreling 


at the ſenſe given by me, what needs more, doth not Efthius a 


Popiſh Commentator in loc. give this ſenſe, That which is con- 
tained inthis Cup, is that by which the New-Teſtament, San> 
cjitur & confirmatur, is ratified and confirmed. 
Was it pertinent for this Caviller when oppugning our Do- 
Arine of the Sacraments, being Seals of the Covenant, to di- . 
grefs as he doth pag. 120. to another queſtion. Concerning the 
efficacy of Sacraments? Do we deny their efficacy ? God forbid. 
The: Pamphileter tracing -the: footſteps of Bell. l;b. 2. de effet. 
5 EN S$acr. 
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Sac. cap. 2: ſays, We make Sacraments but nuda ſigna, bare ſigns. 
But this is an egregious Calumny, as may appear not only by 
rhe private Writings of Proteſtants, but by our publick.con- 
feſſons, particularly the Scottiſh confeſſion, Art. 21. Quicung; 
nobis detrabum quaſi affirmaremus vel crederemus Sacramenta nibhil 
aliud eſſe quam nuda & vacua ſigna, injuriam nobis faciunt & contra 
manifejtam veritatem loquuntur, fo alſo the Belgick conteſſion, Art, 
23. Wedo indeed deny that Sacraments confer grace ex opere 
operato, as the Council of 7rext hath defined, Seſſ. 7. Can, 8. Bell, 
lib. 2. de effef}. Sac. cap. 1. acknowledges opus operatum, to be ill 
Latine, but it is worſe Divinity, unknown to Scripture and 
ancient Fathers. Our Learned Whittaker preleg. de Sacr- in ge- 
nere q. 4. cap, 1. ſuppoſes Seorus the quodlibetick Schoolman to 
have been the firſt Inventor of rhat barbarous Phraſe, The in- 
conſiſtency of Popiſh Dotors with themſelves, and with Scri- 
ptures, and Fathers in this matter, is largly proved by the ſame 
Author, and by Chamier, 1ib. 2. de Sac. in genere from cap. 1. to 
Cap. I1. and Gerard loc. com. de Sacr. cap. 9. Sed. 1. 2,3, Only I 
would be reſolved what Sacramental grace this is which Bell. 
and other- Romaniſts ſay is produced by the Sacrament ? for 
they manifeſtly diſtinguiſh ir from Faith, Repentauce, and 
Love. And how Bell. fays, that Sacraments ſometimes pro- 
duce the firſt grace, and yet_this opus: operatum, ever preſup- 
poſes Faith, Repentance, and holy affeftions and diſpoſitions 
of the ſubje&, ſhall it preſuppoſe theſe graces, and yet pro- 
duce the firſt grace. It ſhall be time to me, to confute you, 
when you come to underſtand your felves. | 
___ Though this Pamphleter lays aſide my definition of a Sacra- 
. ment, not daring to tel] why, yet I will uſe him with more 
Candour, for pag. 120. this definition he infinuates, That S4- 
craments are viſible or ſenſible ſigns of the inviſible grace they produce in 
the Soul, as Inftituted by Chrift our Lord for ſandiification, and in this 
ſenſe, faith he, there be ſeven ſet down in the Goſpel. Behold the 
Fox ! ſhould he not have ſaid, and no.more. as the Council of 
Trent hath defined ? What a disjJuntive is this he gives, for the 
- genus, viſible or ſenſible ſigns? are theſe reciprocal terms ? 
Is every ſenſible ſigne viſible? Or. if a Sacrament muſt be a 
viſible ſigne, what needed the word ſenſible ? Doth not this 
deſcription agree to things which neither Papiſts nor Prote- 
ftants hold for Sacraments, as to the Preaching of. the Gofþel, 
ies a ſenſible ſign, &c. Nay more, this deſcription, though 
many 
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many ways peccant, doth decart moſt, if not all their five ſpu- 
rious Sacraments, either they are not viſtble or ſenſible ſigns, 
or arenot inſtituted by Chriſt, or at leaſt not to produce our 
ſanfification ? Was Balſamated oyle in Confirmation Inftitu- 
ted by Jeſus, &c. doth not Jeſuit Swarex in 3. p. tom. 3. q. 72. 
diſp. 3. ſet. 1. &c, acknowledge the contrary? He may askat 
Hugo de S.Vidore, Lombard, Bonaventure, Alenſis, and Altifidorenſis, 
whether their extream Union was mſticuted by Jeſus, what I 
pray is the viſible ſenſible Sign inftituced by Chriſt in Marriage 
and Pennance? Were Marriage and Orders inftituted to pro- 
duce grace? It would be ſupererogation to add any more a- 
gainft theſe five Sacraments, until he have anſwered what I 
wrote ir? my tenth paper againſt Mr. Dempſter. 

But doth not this Pamphleter bring ſome Scriptures for the 
controverted Sacraments Pag. 121, I confefs he doth, but ſuch 
as conclude nothing for him, all theſe having been often 
vindicated by Proteſtants from the detorſion of Romaniſts, 
yea, ſome of them wer touched in my tenth reply to Mr.Demſtey 
yet he ſets down the Scriptures barely, as if they contained in 
terminis his poſition, ſuch 1s the daring boldneſs of Jeſuites, as 
if their DiAates and glofles upon Scripture were to be received 
without any reaſon. | ; 

For Cohfirmation he cites two places, A2. 17. he ſhould 
haveſaid-A. 3. 17. and 2 Czr.1.22. But neither of theſe prove 
the preſent Romiſh confirmation to be a proper Sacrament 
Not the firſt, in which its only ſaid, Then laid they their bands 
upon them, 3. e. theſe that believed, And they received the Hely 
Ghoft, is there here any mention of Oy.le or of Balſome, which 
Pope Eugeninus the Fourth, and the Council of Florence, in Decreto 
«d Inſtruf. Armen. and th> Roman Catechiſm, Part.2. cap.3. q 6. 
affirm to be the matter of this Sacrament, or is there mention 
of theſe words which the Pope and Catechiſm 9. 10. call the 
Form of this Sacrament, viz. figno-te ſigns crucis, &c., Doth not 
Eſtbius in 4. Sent. Diff,7. Sef.7. confeſs this to be the more 
common opinion of Romaniſts, that the Apoſtles uſed no Un- 
&ion in Confirmation, how then can an Argument be drawn 
from this Scriptu'e, rhat their Romiſh Confirmation is a Sacra- 
ment? In that Scripture there is only mention of impoſition of 
hands, bur in their Confirmation there is no imnoſition of 
hands, (as Dalleus learnedly proves, de Confirmatione lib, 1 £ah-6.) 

UT 
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but only an anointing and croſling the Forehead with the Bal- 
 famated Oyle by the finger of a Biſhop,which can no more pro- 
perly be termed Impolition of hands, then the ſprinkling of 
water in Baptiſm upon an infant, can be ſo called. Did ever 
any ancient Father expound theſe words of Anointing and 
Croffing with Balfamated Oyle? Are not Romaniſts then ma- 
nifeft Innovators, who have ſubſtitute a Sacrament of Balſama- 
ted Oyle, which hath no veſtige in thar, or any other Scripture? 
Beſides Sacraments areexhiditive of ſanetifying grace. But how 
can it be Froved, that by the Holy Ghoſt which here is ſaid to 
be received, are meant the ſanifying Graces, and nor the edi- 
fying Gifts of rhe Spirit, ſuch as the gift of Tongues, Miracles, 
&c. which in the Popiſh Schools pals under the Name of gratie 
gratis data ? Sure theſe Samaritans were Baptized, Believed,and 
receive.i the word of God, 44.8. v. 12.13, 14. before Peter and 
Febn came dow1) to them, and ſo had the ſan@ifying graces of 
the Spirir; but the Holy Ghoſt, as here ſpoken of, had fallen 
upon none of them, verſ. 16. Undoubtedly therefore by the 
Holy Ghoſt here are meant the editying gifts of the Spirit, and 
.not ſan&ifying graces. Was not the falling of the Spirit upon 
theſe believing Samaritans, like the falling of the Spirit on theſe 
of Ceſarea, AF, 10. 44, 45. and theſe 44.19. 6. on whom Paul 
laid his hands, bur rhere ſurely the edifying gifts of the Spirit 
are meant, for preſently it 1s added they Propheſied and poke 
with Tongues. Had it been otherwiſe, how could Simon 
Magus ſo eaſily have diſcerned that they have received the Holy 
Ghoſt > The ſand&itying graces of the Spirit are not eaſily dif- 
cernible, but edifying gifts, as ſpeaking with Tongues do 
clearly manifeſt themſelves. But, though it were-given that 
ſome ſan&ifying graces had been conferred by the laying on of 
the hands of the Apoſtles, doth it therefore follow that it was 
a proper Sacrament ? Is every ſenſible ſign by which grace is 
conferred, a Sacrament ? Is not the Spirit given by Prayer, and 
by Preaching of the Word, which yer are no Sacraments. How 
great things do Romaniſts aſcribe to their Crucifixes and Holy 
Water, which yet they make not Sacraments ? What ſhould I 
ſpeak of that Traſh of outward Ceremonies which are added to 
Baptiſm, Exſufflations, Spittle, Oyle, Salt. &c. are all theſe 
Sacraments ? Doth not Bell. lib. de Bapt. cap.25. Sed. 10. relate 
from Aujtin of Sandtifying of Catechumens by the gigs 
O 
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not.Gheilt himſelFbleſs young children by Impoſition.of hands; - 
Mat. 19.:i13,15. Yet Soto, 'Coninek ,-and generally.the reſt of. _ 
the Popiſh Do@ors deny that to be the Sacrament of Confirma- . 


tion ? Was not Impoſition of hands in ſolemn benedifions, 
and ancient Jewiſh rice; as may appear by Gen. 48. 14. Numb. 
27-19519, 23. 2 King.5: 11, Mark, 7. 32. and fo notifirſt in- 
{titur. by Jeſus. Laltly,-ſonje pra&ices of the Apoſtles make 
not alwayes a perpetual: ſtanding Rule for the Church. - But. 
more for the vindication of that Scripture, together with a 
confutation of all Bellarmins cavils, may be ſeen in Dalleus Diſp. 
de Confirm.; lib. 1, cap. 6.9, 10, 11, 42. as for the other Scripture 
for Cenfirmation, from 2 Cor. I. 21, 22+ there is mention in- 
deed of eſtabliſhing-and anointing,  but- its manifeſt from verſ. 
22, it was with-no:material oyle, but by the Holy Ghoſt, and 
ſo much is acknowledged by. Eth;us on the place. Is not Chriſt 
ſaid to be anointed, Pſal.'45. 7. Te. 61.1. date he fay itis with 
material oyle ? :Is there not a parallel Scripture, 1 Fobn 2. 27. 
The anointing which ye have received of him abideth inyou, and it teach- 
. es you all things. But ſure that's a myſtical Union by the Spirit, 
tor it abides, is Internal, and teaches all things, which, without 
t00 violent a Catachreſis, cannot be aſcribed to Romith Con- 
 firmation. - ; | | 
For Pennance he cites other two Scriptures, Joh. 20. 23. whoſe Sins 
Je ſhall forgive, are forgiven; and 48. 16. 18. And . many of them 
that Believed, came confeſſing their Deeds. Both theſe places 
are ſufficiently vindicated by Fulk, againft the Rhemiſts. In a 
word, it ſhall he enongh to me to ſay that theſe Ycriptures 
prove a Miniſterial power of abſolution, and that diſtreſſed 
Conſciences may disburden their Spirits, by laying open their | 
fins to faithful Paſtors, and in cafe 'of-publick Scandal, publick 
confeſſion of Sin ſhould be; made. . All theſe Proteftants do 
grant ; but that every one is bound neceſfarily to reveal all his 
particular ſins, how ſecret ſoever, by auricular confeſſion to 
a Prieſt, and that he hath power to impoſe proper fatisfaQi- 
ons to Divine Tuſtice, as Rowaniſts teach concerning: the Sa- 
crament of Pennance. Neither thefe nor any. other Scriptures 
hold out. Nor is there a viſible ſign, ſuch as I ſhew in my tenth 
paper againſt Mr. Dempſter to be neceſfary to the being of a Sa- 
crament here Inſtituted by Chriſt. . 


For 
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| Forexiream Undion, he cites Jam.5$.14. and Mark 6.13. DidI not 
 ſhew in my laſt againſt Mr. Dempſter, pag. 266. That Bell. lib.2. de 
Extream Und. cap. 2. Janſen. Concord. cap:55. 'Coninck Tom. 2+. de 
Sacrat.Diſp,111.Dub.l. Num. 3., as alſo Suares,: « lapide, Carleton, 
and many others deny that in the latter place Mark 6. 13; any 
Sacrament is held our, ought he-not to have examined Bellar= 
mins arguments to the Ccontray 2.414 T notalſoibid. 1. ſhew that 
Cardinall Cajetan, Comment.- in Fam. 5. atfrms that from thele 
words, 'Fam. 5. 14.15. ho Sacrament can be concluded, and he 
ſays as much, of that place Mark 6. ſo that both tieſe places are 
declared by eminent Doctors of the Romiſh Church to ſignify 
nothing as to the purpoſe in hand. Did I not alſo plainly tell 
tnat both theſe Scriptures treat of an Unction in reterence to a 
miraculous healing of diſeaſed perſons ? Ought not this inter- 
pretation to have been refuted, if he had intended to Satisfy 
thoſe that are judicious? Many arguments might be heaped up 
to confirm the. interpretation I have given. I hint but at a few 
| things. And, Fir{, that of Mark treats not of a Sacramental Un- 
gion, as is acknowledged by the moſt eminent Champions for 
the Romiſh cauſe already cited; to-whom Greg. de Val. Deminicus 
& Soto, Ruardus and many others may be added, and who will 
deny. it, muſt anſwer both Bellermins-arguments, andalſo theſe 
brought by our Divines. Therefore neither is there any Sacra- 
ment in Fames. For any, who with. indifferency of Spirit, will 
compare the two places, will find them exactly parallel; and this 
the. Jeſuit Maldowet on Mark c.6.- hath ſufficiently proved, albeit 
his heat for the Romiſh intereſt made him falfly to jmagine a 
Sacramental inſtitution, Mark,6.13. Secondly Sacraments are not 
- principally infiicuted for the body,but chiefly at leaſt,if not only 
for the ſou!. Bur both theſe Unctions, :-Mark6. and Fam. 5. are 
chiefly for the body, In Mark 6.mention is only made of bodily 
cure, In Jam... 5. the healing of the body: is both firſt and ab-. 
ſolutely Spoken of, and forgiveneſs of ſin only in; the ſecond 
place,and alſo conditionally, therefore in neither place have we 
a proper Sacrament. Thirdly, the Romith greaſy Unct'on 1s only 
adminiſtred to-thoſe that are deſperarly Sick,of whoſe recovery 
there is no hope, but the Vaction Spoken of by Markand Fames, 
are -not at. all reſtrited to theſe, therefore the preſent-Romiſh 
Union is different from them'both. Fourtbly, if Fames words are 
to be.underſtood of 'Extream Un&ion, why are Elders in the 
en H nh plural 
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plural appointed to be called for, ſeeing only one can officiat 
in that matter. La#ly, not to repeat what was objeted againſt 
this in my laſt, is it probable that if this had been a Sacrament 
inſticuted by Chriſt, that the Fathers in the firſt three Centu- 
ries would have made no mention thereof, how comes it that 
we hear not of it either in the conſtitutions under the Name of 
Clement, or in Denys, whom they hold for the Areopagit in his 
lib, de Hierarch. had they not convenient opportunity of 1t ? 
Indeed Denys {peaks of an anointing the Dead, but of Un&tion 
of the Sick he hath no mention. That it was wholly unknown 
to the ancient Churh is learnedly proven by Dalleus de extrem, 
Uni. lib. 2. whoalſo examins all the Cavills of Romanitts for 
this pretended Sacrament. - | | 

For Orders, he cites 2 Timoth.1.6. Stir up the gift which is in thee, 
. bylaying on of myhands,the mot that this place proves is, that or- 
dination is a ſtanding Ordinance in the Church, which the pro- 
teſtant Churches do not deny, but no way concludeit a proper 
Sacrament. I hope nothing needs to beadded againſt this preten- 
ded Sacrament, till he anſwer what is objeQed againſt Mr.Demp- 
Fer, only I muſt remember him that E:tizvs on the place conteſ- 
ſes that the giſts here ſpoken of are Tim:thies Miniſterial endow- 
ments,conſequently the grace here ſpoken of not being SanRi- 
fying, nor jmpoſition of hands being a Sufficient Sacramentall 
ſign, as I ſhew againſt Mr. Dempſter nothing can be hence con- 
eluded as to « proper Sacrament, albeit Calvin as I advertiſed 
them grants that in a large Senſe it may be termed a Sacrament. 
For. Matrimony he only cites Epheſ. 5. 32. which thus be renaers, this 
Sacrament is great, but according to the originall it is, this is a 
great myſtery.Is every thing which the Scripture calls a myſtery 
a Sacrament with them, then the my'tery of iniquity. 2 Theſ, 2: 7. 
and the myitery of the whore Babylon. Revel, 17. $. 7. muſt alſo be 
$zcraments, but doth not the Apoſtle Sipnify what it is he * 
means by that myſtery Epheſ. 5. 32. wa ouny tp Subjoyns, 7 Speaks 
of Chriſt and the Church, what need I more, Seing I brought in my 
Hſt againſt Mr. Dempſter, there own great Cardinall Cajetan con- 
feſfing that from this place it doth not follow that Matrimony 
is a Sacrament. Bur 1f he had not been ſmitten with Mr. Demp- 
ſters tergiverling Diſeaſe, he had never wholly overleaped what 
I abieted againſt this,and the reſt of their five ſpurious Sacra- 
ments, it he have any Candor, its expetted in his next, he will 
reply 
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» all this T hope it appears that the Dofrine of the Prote- 
fant Churches concerning the preſence of Chriſt in the Sacra- 
ment of the Euchariſt, and concerning the number of Sacra- 
ments remains unſhaken, what unity Romaniſts can pretend to 
in this queſtion of the number of Sacraments, T leave to be ga- 
thered from theſe two Teſtimonies. Thie firſt ſhall be of Greg. 
de Val. the Feſuite, lib. de num, Sacr. cap. 3. & 7. me Catbolicks, 
ſaith he, denies Matrimony, others Confirmation, and others extreane 
Unition to be univocally a Sacrament. Th- other of Caſſunder. Con- 
ſult. art. 13, apud authores (faith he) Paulo vetu'tiores inter Sacra- 
menta proprie difta nunc duo ponuntur, nunc tria, Baptiſmus, Fuchari- 
ſtia, & Confirmatio non temere quenquam reperies ante Lumardum qui 
certum aliquem O& definitum numerum ſtaruerit, & de hi. ſeptcm now 
omnes quidem Scholajtici eque preprie Sacramentum vecabart, 
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Whether Proteſtant Churches do grant that the Viſuble 


C burch was not always preſerved, and that for 1400. 
years before Luther, Popery was the only prevail- 


ng HKeliyon, 
| ſeem ſtrange that [ ſhould be put to Debate this 


queſtion, having ſo often appealed” Mr. Dempſter to try the 
Truth of Religion, not only by its conformity with the 
holy Scriptures, but alſo with the Faith of the ancient Church. 
But ſo evil natur'd is this Ghoſt of Mr.Dempſter, that as if I were 
too narrow a Mark for his reviling genius, he [pends one entire 
Seation, from pag.125,. to 129, in a calumnious repreſentation 
of the Proteſtant Churches, «s if the more ancient Proteſtants had 
affirmed that the Viſible Church had periſhed from the days of the Apo- 
ſtles, and that tbe only prevailing Religion for 1400. years before LU- 
ther had been Popery. For this end he has ſcraped togerher out 
of his common Place-Books a multitude of broken ſhreds from: 
Proteſtant Authors, from which he deduces ſundry abſurd in- 
terences, of which the Authors never once dreamed ; how de- 
ſperate muit the Romiſh Cauſe be, when they cannot impugne 
us, but by miſrepreſenting us, and charging upon us Tenets 
which they know we condemn ? Yea, though we diſown them, 
yet they wil] ſtil] impoſe them upon us. When they thus ſport 
with rheir own Shadows, do they not gallantly confute the 
Proteſtant Religion ? 

To alloyle therefore the Proteſtant Churches in this matter, 
and to demonſtrate that our Adverſaries play but the Syco- 
phants, theſe enſuing obſervations may be noticed. 

And firſt, the Dofrine of the Reformed Churches is not to 
be .meaſured by the ſentiments of private Do@ors, of what 
fame ſoever, but by their ſolemn Confeſſions of Faith, long 
ago publiſhed to the world, purpoſely to prevent ſuch miſre- 
preſentations. The harmony whereof, in the ſubſtantials of 
Faitn 
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Faith penned by men of ſo many different, Nations, ,unger,no 
common juriſdiaion, and of. ſo di fferent complexions as .to 
other things, is next to a miracle,and may be Sufficient,.to.con- 
fute the pretended neceſſity of an infallible viſible judge. But,in. 
this preſent debate the Adyerſary brings not one. Seutence our, 
of theſe confeſſions, but only from the writihgs of private 
Doors, yea, fome of them not only of ſmall account, but alſo 
diſowned'by the more judicious, as being no Proteſtants at all. 
Would Romaniſts be content that we hold the Sentiments of 
their moſt famous Dofors, Such as Cajetan, Durandus, Gerſon, 
Ferus,&c. much more of these who have apoſtatized from them. 
for the DoArine of their Church. Why then deal:they.with us 
by other meaſures then they would be dealt with themſelves: 
Secondly much lefs, are Broken ſhreds from Proteſtant au- 
thours, vioiently detorted contray to their known judgment in. 
other their writings to be taken for the ſtandard of theReform- 
ed Religion. Yet ſuch are moſt of the Teſtimonies which-Breerly 
Knot, H. T7. &c. and this filching Pamphleter /Cwho licks up 
their excrements) doe mike uſe of in this queſtion.Did Dr.' Fob: 
Whyte, Whitaker, Chillingworth, Calvin, lewel, Chemnitus, the, Cen- 
turiſts,&c. maintain that there were nons that profeſſed the Religion of 
Proteſtants from the dayes of the Apoſtles intil! Luther, or that. Popery. 
was the only Prevailing Religion for 1400, years befpre Lutber'?: Nay: 
on the contrary,doth not Dr. F:hnl/hbyte in is way to,the'Church: 
ſef. 17. Peremptorily affirm, that this faith whi;b we profeſſe bath 
ſucceſtively continued in all ages fince Chriſt, and was never interrupted, 
not ſo much as one year, moneth or day. Doth not Chillingwerth c.5. 
ſe. 9. when he is pondering ſuch Teftimonies of Jewel, Naper; 
Brocard, &c. as are cited by the Pamphleter., declar they never 
meant that the viſible Church had totally failed, but. only from 
its purity ? Doth not Whitaker,Controv,2.c,5.q.7. exprelly affirm 
That we can prove out of the Fathers, our Dorine to have been in the 
Church in all theſe ancient ages £ Doth he not a little after charge 
Bellarmine as belying Catvin, and the Centuriſts, as if when they 
charged the Fathers with theſe errors mentioned by thisPamph- 
l2ter, viz, Limbo, freewill, end merit of good works, as if I ſay they 
had charged theſe on all the Fathers, and nnall the Church ; 
none of which they ever meant, ſaith #hitaker. Sure I am-Chem- 
nitius, peg.200. at. leaſt in that Edit. I have Genev, 1641. ſays not 
as the Pamphleter all:adges, vis. that moſt;of the Fathers did 
| avouch 
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vouch Invocation of Saines. But on the contrary affirm, pag. 
634. that for 350, years after Chriſt, there was no Invocation of 
Saints in publics praxi Eccleſie, and that the firſt riſe of it was a- 
bout the year 370. in Nazianzen and Befils Panegyricks, by Rhe-« 
rorical Apoſtrophes, and that alſo with an & m5ao9yn;, ſoar 
were they from maintaining it to be an article of Faith, It were 
tedious to go through all, among a!l the teſtimonies cited by 
the Pamphleter, chere will not one be found, who affirm chac 
Popery was the prevalent Religion for 1400 years before Luther, 
. except Sebaſtian Frank, whom Dr. Francis Whyte, in the defence 
of Dr, Fobn Whyte againſt T. I. pag. 324. deciares to be an Ana- 
baptiſt, an unlearned, malapert aot ſpur 3 Chemnitius as the ſame 
Auchor teſtifies, calls him hominem petulantem & indoQum. Did 
ever Proteſtants acknowledge that rhe bedy of the preſent Ro- 
miſh Religion was received by the ancient Church ? ſuch as aalf 
Communions, pi@uring and adoring Images of the Trinity, the 
whole preſent worſhip of the Virgin Mary, the performing the 
worſhip of God 1n an unknown Tongue, the neceflity of an In- 
fallible viſible judge, the prohibiting of reading Scriptures 1n 
vulgar Tongues, Indulgences, the neceſficy of auricular Con- 
feſſion ; the neceſlity of the Prieſts inteation to make Sacriments 
effeual, the Popes Supremacy and Soveraignry over Princes, 
Gs. Who is the Proteſtant char ever acknowledged taele things 
co-have been ever received in the Catholick Church ? I profeſs 
IT neyer read of him, nor knew him, nor I believe ſhall he ever be 
found, Whereas Fewel ſaid, That Truth was not known untill the 
Preaching of Luther end Zuinglws, that muſt ſirely be under- 
Rood ſecundum quid, as Dr. Francis Whyte obſerves, lib. cit. pag. 
267. for Fewel gave a moſt ſolemn chalienge to Papiſts ar Pauls 
Croſs to make out one Article of their Religion out of one Fa- 
ther for 600, years after Chriſt, which challenge he proſecured 
againſt Harding. What Dr. Fobn White ſaith in defence of bis way, 
cap.37. That Popery was a Leprofie breeding in the Church ſo Univer- 
ſally, that there was no viſible company appearing in the world free from 
it, makes nothing againſt what 1s ſaid. Nay, in taeſe words he 
diſtinguiſhes betwixe the Church and that Leproſie of Popery, 
and by ſaying that it was a Le-profie in the Churci, he afficms 
the exiſtence of both. The meaning of the Door only was, _ 
that in theſe latter times, wherein Popiſh errors and ſuperſtition 
{pread fo far in this Weſtern part of the World, thongh God 
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with the-reft, even as thoſe ſeven thouſand in the days of Ehas 
did with the reſt of Iſrael, | 
Thirdly, when 'fome Fathers are charged with ſome errors, 
which 15 all that thefe teſtimonies amount to) it doth not fol- 
low that all the Fathers were ſmitten therewith, Though Cy- 
prian erred in the Rebaptization, though Tertullian did Monta- 
nize, Pope Liberius Arrianize, many Afiaticks eſpouſe the Quarto 
Deciman opinion, Origen maintain poſitions which were juſtly 
anathematiz'd:by the fifth general Council, yet I hope all the 
Fathers, much leſs the whole Church, was nor leavened with 
theſe errors. Made TI it not appear in my 9. paper againft Mr. 
Dempſter, pag. 194. 195, that none are more profuſe in.cenſu- 
ring Fathers then Romaniſts, Bellarmine ſpares not-to ſay, lib. 1. 
de Beat. Sand. __ that Fuftlin Martyr, Treneus, Epiphanius, 8c. 
cannot be defended ; that Tertullian was an Arch-Heretick, and 
of noi credit, Lb.1, de $$. Beat. cap.5. end lib. 4. de Pontif: cap. $. 
That Cypran did not only erre, but alſo mortally offend, bb. 4. 
de Rom, Pontif. cap. 7. that Prudentius ſpeaks like a Poet, and not 
like a Divine, lb. 2. de Purg. cap. 18. that Ferom was deceived, 
lib.1. de Rom.Pontzf.cap,8. that Auſtin had no skill inthe Hebrew, 
lib.v; "de Pontif.: cap: 10. that himſelf little regarded: Damaſus 
Pontifical, ib. 2. 4e Rom. Pontif. cap. 5. that Sozomen: was a ma- 
nifeſt Tyar, 1ib.3. de Penit. cap. 14. Neither is it only fingle Fa- 
thers they thus undervalue, but oft-times will prefer three be- 
fore 7.. two before eight, one before five, of all which Dr, Fames 
_ gives.lJuculent inſtances, pert. 4, yea, ſometimes they condemn 
whoie Armies of Fathers, All the Fathers with one voice affirm, 
ſaith: Melchjor:Canus lib, 7. lpc. com. cap. 1. That the Virgin Mary 
was. conceived in Original Sin, Chryſoft, Euſcb. Ambroſe, Auſtin, &&c. 
and as Dr, Fames obleryes, ſome bring 200, others, 300, Fathers: 
to confirm this opinion, yet what faich that Biſhop of the Cana- 
ries of all theſe, Cum nullus SanRorum: contravenerit, infirmum tamen- 
ex omnium authoritate argumentum ducitur, quin potius contrarium Of 
probabiliter & pie in Eccleſia defenditur, i. e. Its but a weak argu- 
ment which is drawn from the Authority of all the Fathers, yea, 
che contrary, notwithftanding their ſuffrages, may be piouſly 
defended, Are theſe the men who challenge us for undervalu- 
ing Fathers, who put ſuch.conrempt upon them? In very deed 
they regard no Fathers, further then they can; ſerve their inte- 
reſt, Both Scriptures and'Fathers muſt ſtoop to:the Hy 
| of 
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How many baſtard Fathers have'they legitimated ? How 
many true Fathers have they :caſtrated ? Henee is that obſerve 
of Dr. Don, : in: his-pſeudo-Maryr cap. 6. Sed. 30. according to 
Romanitts the Scripture is a Divin Law, the:writings or inter- 
pretations: of Fathers a ſubdivin- Law, 'but-the decretalls of 
Popes a ſuperdivin Law, whereunto Scripturs, Councils and, 
Fathers muſt bend and bow. Yet I muſt do them righr, they 
haye/ one-evaſion, according :to which they do wrong to.no 
Father, for if +the- Pope prohibit /the-; writings of ſuch ;an 
Aurhor, he ceaſes to be a Father, he is butas Gretſer the Jeſuit 
phraſeth it, Vitricw, a ſtep Father. '- Nor! need Fathers com- 
plain of this uſage, ſeeing the Pope uſurps the like Authority 
upon the Scripturs of God. Neither ſhall Fathers be Fathers, 
nor Scriptures be: Scriptures, except-it pleaſe tne Pope,: Is 
not: this chat. man.of 'fin thatexalts:himfelf . above: all: that is 
called God ? | os vico 30H b:Þ ow 3d t 

I deny not. but ſome Proteſtants, may.have been. too raſh 
in their cenſurs of Fathers, perhaps nor” fully. penetrating 
the ſcope: of Fathers', or not diſtinguiſhigg betwixt, their 
genuine and ſuppoſititious writings, have; ſuppoſed .them. to 
favour: errors , : from: which others ; ye and ſomtimes: the 
Game authors alſo upon better adviſmetht have. vindicated 
them. As I cannot-in this wholly juſtify the Magdeburgion 
Centzrifts, ſo I cannot but notice how this Pampbleter hath.either 
through.ignorance or malice injured them. He brings. in.the 
Centurifts reprehending Cyprian, © Origen> and Tertul : \ in ithe. third 
Gentury, and. Naztenzen in the fourth, for teaching Peters furimacy, 
and again reprehending Cyprian, for owning the ſacrifice of the Maſs 
and generally confeſſing that the Fathers of the third age did witneſs © 
the invocation of Saints, It's true the Magdeburgians. Cent. 3. 
cap. 4: tit. de inclinatione Dotirine, (eem: to fay ſomthing of 
Cyprian and. Tertull,'as favouring. primacy, yet Cap. 7. tit. de 
primatu, they not -only affirnr, but: poſitively undertake to 
demonftrate,that the 'head-ſhip and ſupremacy of the Biſhop; 
or Church of Rome-was acknowledged by none. in that ape, 
and particularly they fay,that Origen never afferted the primacy 
of the Biſhop of Rome, and: bring in Cyprian giving-luculent 
teſtimonres againſt-it inihis debates with Corneliw,and Stepbanu = 
Biſhops of Rome. Yea and they:explain thoſe other en—_— 
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of Cyprian which ſeemed. to favour primacy, as making: no- 
| thing for that ſupremacy which Romaniſts. now plead for. So 
likewiſe Cent, 4. 6ap. 7. 1it., de primatu. Pag.3 14. edit.Baſil. 1624. 
They deny that Nazianzen-eyer- aſſerted any; primacy of: the 
Biſhop of Rome but primatum ordinis, Concertng-the Sacrifice 
of the, Maſs, the. Magdeburgians, Cent, 3. .Cap...4, pap. 42+ 
Expreſly affirm that no . Sacrifice was acknowledged either 
in the ſecond or third Century but of Chriſt on the Croſs, 
except euchariſtike Sacrifices of prayer and praiſe, &c. and 
confirm their aſſertion not only trom other. Fathers, but alſs 
from Cyprian. It's true Cyprian and other Fathers called the 
euchariſt a” Sacrifice, but they meant only a commemorative 
Sacrifice,as is largly demonſtrated by Dr. Morton, lib, 6. of the 
inſtitution of the Sacrament. Concerning invocation, the Cen- 
turiſts do not ſay that the Fathers of the third age did witneſs 
invocation of Saints, but only that veſtiges of it were to-be 
found in their, Writings, and herein perhaps they | have diſ- - 
covered a little of their unadviſedneſs, for the chief ground 
of this their aſſertion they take from ſome ſuppoſititious 
writings of Origen, particularly his commentaries on Fob, 
which not only our Critiks Cocws, pag. 68, Rivet Crit. ſar. lib. 
2, cap. 13. Scultet.medul.. pat. lib. 6.-cap..2. pag- 124. but'alſo 
Eraſmus, Genevrard, .Sixtus Senenfis, lib. 4. bibl, and  Peſſeuin. the 
Jeſuit appar,verbo, Origenes have. declared to be ſpurious. 
Bur yet the Pamphleter objefts that the Centuriſts affirm that 
Ireneus, Clement, and all the Doctors of the ſecond age did admit. 
free will even in ſpiritual ations, to whom both they an4; Abraham 
Scultet (ſays he) - adds Cyprian, Theophilus, Tertul, Origen,-Clemens 
of Alexandria, Fuſtin, | Athenagers, Tatienus,. 8... But this 
Pamphleter diſcovers that either he-has never read. the: Cen 
turijts, and Scultet, or that he is moſt perfidious in his citations. 
For the Ceaturiſts Cent. 2. cap, 46. col. 46. after' that they had 
ſaid ſomrhing._to.that purpoſe of the. Fathers ,of the ſecond 
Century, preſently ſub)oyn,: videmus mnterdumhos liberi : arbitrij 
aſſertores, ſ:bi ipſis contracia. aicere, ac paulo, alicubi commoding ſentire, 
ſo that when, all is\ put _together., the Centurijts! ſay ,; theſe 
Do@ors were inconſtant to themſelves in that matter, and 
Scultet.in his Medul. pet. edit, franco-furt, .1634. charges with 
| Incanſtancy in. this thing pag, 53. renew pag. 38. Tujtin Martyr 
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he 'Pronounces Tatians anheretick, and in particular that he 
mantained that” the: Soul dyed with the Body, pag. 135. he 
charges The»pbilus Antiochenus with Atrianifm , and -Origen 
with. contradiions: in many chief poynts of Religion, of 
Tertullian, pag; 243; he ſays that he wrot more groſly of free- 
will then Pelagius himſelf, if Jeſuits will take him for their 
Patron in this marter they may. Burt what is all rhis to the 
point, do Proteſtants uveny free-will in regenerat perſons 
about ſipernatural ations? No verily, we abominat Mani- 
chei/m and Sto:ciſm, That which we deny is free-will in un- 
regenerat perſons about adtions ſpiritual and acceptable be- 
fore God. Did not Arttin with the Catholick Church affirm 
as much? hence Enchirid, cap, 30. man abuſing bis ;free-will 
lojt both himſelf and it. And again, cnm libero arbitrio pec- 
caret homo. vicore peccato amiſſum eſt liberum arbitrium, and lib. 
de corrupt. O& gra. Cap. 11. liberum arbitrium ad malum ſufficit, ad 
bonum nihil fufficit niſi adjuvetur ab omn/potente Deo, More to the 
like purpoſe may be ſeen de Spir. & lit. cap. 3. and lib. 3. contre 
duas epijt. pelag. cap. 6, &c. We allo deny that the efficacy 
of grace in converſion depends upon the beck of mans free- 
will, and ſo did Auſtin with the Catholick Church. before us, 
tib. de corrupt & gra. cap. 12. ſubventum eſt igitur infirmitati vo- 
tiuntatis bumane, ut divina gratia indeclnabiliter & inſuper abiliter 
ageretur and cap. 14. volenti- ſatvum facere nullum bominum re- 
fiſtit arbitrium. So likewiſe lib. 1. ad Simplic. queſt. 2 lib. cont. 
dun. Epiſt. Pelag. cap, 19. I know Bellarmin has made a far 
greater muſter of Fathers for the Jeſuits, Pelagian Doarin 
of free-will lib. 5. de gra. & lib. arb. cap. 25. 26. But the 
Fathers are Judiciouſly vindicated in that point by the learned 
David Parew in his animadverſions on theſe capp. In a word 
what ever were the opinions of theſe Fathers as to the matter 
_ of free-will, it doth not follow that they or all the Fathers 
1 thefe C-nturies, did embrace the whole Syſtem of rhe pre- 
ſent Tridentin Faith? Do not both the Centurifts and Scultet 
make it their work to demonſtrat that the Fathers in theſe 
Centuries had no kindneſs for the preſent Romiſh Religi- 
ON. 
| Not to walt time and paper upon all the impertinent al- 
tegations of the Pampbleter, on litele touch I muſt give con- 
cerning Me. Luther. I am not concerned to juſtify all 4 
har 
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harſh expreſſions of the Fathers. Did not Moſer himſelf ſpeak 

fomrimes unadviſedly with his lips 2 Yet this I muſt advertiſe 
the Reader, that the coloquia menſalia (out of which moſt of 
theſe expreſſions are taken, which Romaniſts uſually obje& 
m their rants) are called by Dr. Francs Whyte in his Orthodox 
Faith againſt 7. a counterfit Treatiſe only going under 
the name of Luther, though I am not ignorant that Mr. Bell 
who lately Tranſlated them into Engliſh would have them 
accounted genuine. At beſt, they were but extemporary diſ- 
courſes, colle&ed from his mouth at table, or ſuch like ſea- 
ſons, wherewlth Luther himſelf is {aid to have witneſſed much 
diſſatisfaftion, and therefore ſuch ſtreſs ought not to be laid 
on them as upon written and deliberat traftats. Were the 
Colloquia Menſalis of Popes and Cardinals colle&ed I believe 
we ſhould have much worſe ſtuff, What Language was that 
of the Pope, who ſaid he would have his cold Peacock, 
al deſpeto de dio ? What an unſavory dialogue was that betwixt 
Leo the tenth, and Cardinal Bembw, wherein the Pope ſaid to 
the Cardinal, quantum nobis profuit ow de Chrifto? As for 
Luthers judgment of the Fathers, I cannot expreſs it better 
then in the. words of Dr. Francis Whyte canvaſing the ſame 
objeion, pag. 261. concerning Luther (ſays he) even as it 
Sacred Scripture, the Prophet, Iſai, cap. 1. 11. and cap. 65.3. 
And the Apoſtles having to do with hypecrits who placed 
Righteouſneſs in outward ceremonies, Utter diverfe ſpeaches 
in diſgrace of legal rites, not deprefiing the ſame in. them- 
ſelves, but ſhewing they were unprofitable to ſuch as abuſed 
them. - So Luther being oppoſed by adverſaries, who. prefer- 
red the Fathers before the Scriptures, corretaing that abuſe, 
uſeth ſome broad ſpeeches (ſuch as our adverſary nameth) 
againſt the errors of ſome Fathers (not generally of all) but 
otherwiſe when Fathers are lawfully uſed, as witneſſes and 
interpreters of truth, he eſteemeth- them, according to their 
worth, and yeelds as much to them as themſelves require, 
and to verify this, he cites two teſtimonies of Luther. which 
to ſtop the mouths of rayling adverſaries; I here thought 
fit to inſert. The firſt is, periculoſum & horrendum eff audire,vel 
eredere. quod adverſatur unanimi teftimonio' fidei, & Dofrine Sante 
Catholice ecclefie quam indejuſque ab initio unanimiter ſervavit So 
Luther ad March. Brandeburg. tom. 2. germ. pag. 243. again, 
L183 parres 


*. 


350 - The Church always Viſible. 
patres evangelium &* fidem iu Chriſtum abſq; ulla bypocriſt pure && 
fimpliciter tradiderunt '&. ecelefiam ab junumery . erroribus expurga- 
rint,.\'So'the' ſame Luther Comment in: cap, 5. ad Gal. by. this it 
may appear that Luther had a great honour far ancient Fathers, 
and believed that 'the! ancient Church was a true-.Church of 
Chriſt, © 9219951 1 | i635 
Conſider fourthly, the granting of Proteſtant Authors, 
that rhe- Church was overſpread with error, doth not. con- 
clude thar' they: held the- Church to have utterly periſhed, 
Every-error in Reljgion deſtroys not the being of the Church. 
2maimed man is a man, though hot a whole man a leprous 
or paralitick mali. is a man, though not a ſound man, fo one. 
erring Church, if the error be not in the effentials and: funda- 
mentals of Religion, is truly a Church of: Chriſt, though 
rot; ſq; quague pure, throughly pure: and ſound, yea inas 
mach as: the Church is ſaid to be-erroneous, her exiſtence is 
fappoſed, dotty not the inexiſtence of an accident ina ſubje& 
fixppole the exiſtence of the Subjedat? 
-Afﬀter that the worſhip of God was: grofly. corrupted by 
Idohtry' in Krael, and Judah they remained viſtble Churches, 
and begat Sons and Daughters. unto- God, Ezeck, 16. 20. So 
Kearned Proteſtants acknowledg that after the Roman Church 
was. PoHuted with Idolatry nd other: abſurd errors, yet ſhe 
remained a viſible Church though a very impure one, So - 
Calvin, epift. 103Z. 104. and lib. 4. inftit cap. 2. Seda. 11. 12. 
Zanch: in Epiſt, ad Comitem Barch. and lib. derelig. Chriſt. cap. 24, 
Se. 19. lun, hb, ſing. de eccleſ. cap. 17. Mornews de eccleſ. cap. 2, 
Se. , eccleſia. Lating. cap. 9. Sea, Secundo, quemadmodum. Dr. 
Feild in append. ad: lib, 5. part. 3. cap. 2. where alſo he ſhews 
the-ſame to be the Judgment of Luther. Bucer, MelanGiton, and 
Beza, Neither is this for the advantage of the Popiſh intereſt, 
for moſt of theſe Authors ecknowledg the Romiſh. Church 
m theſe -latterand corrupt times only ſo-to be a vitible Church, 
a5 the Apoſtle predidts the viſible Church. to be the ſeat of 
the Antichriſt. When he ſays, 2 Theſ. 2. 4. that he ſhall fit in 
the Temple of God. Yea all of them/look upon Apoſtat Rome, 
as a Church ſo impure; that the reformed Churches did but 
heir duty, and were-not ſchiſmatical, in making ſeceſſion 
trom her ; 'for ſhe was the Authar of the Schiſm, not ny 
by adhering ſo pertinaciouſly to her corruptions ;. but ny 
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by impoſing on others the owning. of them. as; grounds. of 
communion with her, and by driving Proteſtants from- her 
by Bulls and Excommunications, becauſe, they could not own. 
theſe corruptions 3 in ſo much, that, as, King Fames in. veſp. 
ad Epilt, Card, Perronij, ſaith, Non. fugimus ſed fugamur. How 
ever, by this it may appear that. the-prevailing of errors.over 
the face of the viſible Church, doth not totally deſtroy the 
being of the viſible Church. Yea, Jeſuit Valentia in 3. part. 
diſp. 1. q. 1. punt. 6 confeſſeth quaſdam veritates fidei quando; 
ob hominum neg gentien vel proterviam &*  ingenjj  perverſitatem 
demerſas latuifſe & forſan adhiic latere, that ſome Do@rins of 
Faith and not only prabable opinions once delivered. by-the 
Apoſtles, thorow the ignorance or peryerſheſs of men, were 
for a time drouned and hay as it were buried. until after-_ 
wards by the diligence and, faithtulnefs of the Church -they 
were revived, And perhaps faith he, ſome truths may be in 
that. cafe at this very. day.- Hence to the clamorous cavil, 
where was our Religion before Luther, may ſolidly be replyed, 
Tt was,as to eſlentialls at leaſt, where ever God had a viſible 
Church, and conſequently not only in the Greek,, . Syrian , 
Agyptian, and Z£thiopian Churches ,,. which remain viſible 
Churches, and more pure then the” Roman, bur alſo our Re- 
ligion was preſerved in the Roman Church, ſhe likewiſe being 
a viſible "Church, though a moſt impure one; I ſay our, Re- 
ligion was preſerved in her, as the true, Religion was pre- 
ſerved in the Jewiſh Church, when ſhe was defaced with. groſs 
Idolatry. Neither ſhould- this ſeem ſtrange eſpecially ſeeing 
many thouſands. in the Roman Church then groaned for re- 
formation, as appeared by the conjun@ion of fo many with 
Luther upon his firſt appearance. I further add that we are 
not obliged to grant the ſame of the Roman Church at this 
time, which: we grant of her before the reformation. For 
ſurely ſince the reformation, the Church of Rome is greatly 
changed to the worſe, as Dr. Feild in the place laft cited, and 
UVoetius in deſper. cauſa papatus. lib: 3, Sed. 2. cap. 3. have 
evicted by many Inſtances, and particularly , many things 
being now defined by her as Articles of Faith, which for- 
merly were only debated as School-opinions, And yet per- 
haps notwithſtanding all” thefe alterations to the worle, ſhe 
may be in a large ſenſe-allowed the name of a Church, 
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vere ecclefia, though not vere ecclefie, as Learned men diftin- 


utſh. | 
p Confider fifthly, though che phraſes of ſome Proteſtants. 
coricerning the prevailing of error in the Church, in theſe 
laſt rimes eſpecially, may ſeem broad, yet Scripture, Fathers, 
yea and Romaniſts themſelves ſpeak as broadly in reference 
to times of Apoſtacy. And. 1. for Scripture, what expreſſion 
would ſeem broader concerning the time of Antichriſt then 
hat, Revel. 13.4. That all the world wondred after the beaſt and 
worſhipped the beaſt and the dragon, what would ſeem wider then 
the World? Revel. 18. 3. all Nations have drink of the Wine, 
of the wrath of her fornication, and the Kings of the Earth committed 
fornication with her. Did ever Proteſtants ſpeake broader 
Language, concerning the apoſtacy under the Romith Anti- 
chriſt then is there ſpoken by the Spirit of God. 2. as for 
Fathers, how lamentably do they bewaile the general oyer- 
ſpreading of the Arrian hereſy, ingemuit orbis miratis ſe faJum 
 Arrianum, ſaid Ferom. dial. adverſ. Lucif. Remarkable is the 
diſcourſe in, Theod. lib, 2. Hift. cap. 16. betwixt Conftantins the 
Arrian Emperor and Liberiws Biſhop of Rome, who then zea- 
louſly owned the truth, Nuete pars es tu, laid the Emperar, 
orbis terrarum, qui ſolus facis cum homine ſcelerato. How ſmall a 
part art thou of the whole World, that thou alone ſhould 
Joyn with that wicked man, ſo he deſigned the good Aiban- 
afius, To whom Liberius replyed nox diminuitur Plitudine mes 
werbum fidet, Nam & tres ſolum imventi fire qui edifio veſifterent, 
that 1s, the price of truth is not diminiſhed by my ſolitude, 
for three only were found to refiſt Nebuchadae&zars impious 
edit. And Auftin Epiſt. 80. ad Heſych. expreſly ſays when: the 
ſun ſhall be darkned and the moon not give her light (all 
which he interprets allegorically) Eccleſia non apparebit, imp1js 
runc perſequutoribus ultra modum ſevientibus. The Church then 
ſhall not appear thorow the extream violence of wicked per- 
ſecurers, Yea and thirdly Popiſh writers themſelves confeſs 
that Antichriſt ſhall rake away the dayly Sacrifice, & omne 
aliud publicum officium cultus divini, So Tirin the Jeſuit and 
before him, Bell, lib. 3, de Pont. cap. 7. If then Scripture, 
Farhers, Papiſts, uſe as broad expreſſions concerning the pre- 
err of error, why are the expreſſions of Proteſtants fo 
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._ Confider fixthly, that though it be granted that there were 
errors. in the Church, yet it doth nor follow, 1hat the whole 
body of ” .45 n0w- it i, was ackpowledged to be always there, as 
this impudent Paniphleter would infer. Pag. 136. that all the Ar- 
ticles in Pope Pius confeſſion of Faith were' owned by Councils and 
Fathers of the firft three ages. Yea, and he is bold to ſay, that 
py I am bound to turn Papilt. Let any man ſqueez his 
whole Book, and if he have evided that noe Father or ancient 
Council, maintained the whole Sy ſteme of the preſent Romiſh 
Faith, I will bea Romanilſt 2 I cannot but have their Religion 
in greater ahhorrency, when'l ſee that they have no other way 
to ſupport ir, but by manifeſt calumnies, and ſich inconſe- 
quenrial diſcourſes. fome Fathers erred in ſome things as is 
acknowvleiged both by Romaniſts and Proteſtants, therefore 
the whole preſent Ramiſh- Religion was-owned by Councils 
and Fathers in the firſt three apes, a'moſt Ilndibrious- incon- 
ſequence. The miſtery of iniquity wrought bur by degrees, 
the Papacy came never to its full ſubfiſtericy till cthe'Counci 
of Trent , there be particulars there enacted as Articles 
Faith which never were ſo before. Verily Pepery is nothing 
but a complex. of innovations brought in by peece 'meal. 
What is the ſcope of Flaccus Illricus ,] his Catalogus teftium 
veritatis,but to give an-account of the witneſſes of truth in all 
apes ſince Chriſt,az = Popifh error did creep in and appear in 
the Church? What is the ſcope of Vſſer his tradat de ſucceſs Ecle= 
fiarum in occidente, but to ſhew the continuance of the Religion. 
which Proteſtants profeſs in all ages, though Popiſherrors 
in progreſs of 'time were ſtill abroaching * What ſhould I 
| ſpeak of Morng's Myfferium iniquitatis. of - Voetius bis deſperata 
auſa pepatus, of Mortons appeal, Prideaux de vifibilitate Ecclefie, 
Moulin de novitate Papiſmi, &:c. All which and many more have- 
made it their work to demonſtrate the perpetuity of that- 
Religion which Proteſtants profeſs, notwithſtanding what ever 
corruptions 'in the Church, and have convifted the Romiſti 
Church of manifold innovations. And: therefore in my tenth 
Paper againſt Mr, Demſter, I deſired him to ſhew me where the- 
. preſent Romiſh Religion was before the Council of Trent. 
But this the Phamphleter never touches, as if he were deaf 
upon that Eare. He only brings ſome" broken teſtimonies from thi or 
tþat ancient, to give ſome plauſible colour ſometime to one, and ſome» 
; tame 
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time. to. another of their: BopiſÞ tenets; and therein he often -pre- 
varicats. alſo, but'he never: ſhews that the whole complex of 
their Religion, as: now. it:ſtands, was befare the Council: of. 
Trent, far leſs always. \ + | lin 161 1 

From theſe fix conſiderations, I-fuppoſe it mayevidently 
_ appear, how ſophiſtically this Pamphleter and: others of! his 
Fellows do miſrepreſent Proteſtants as to this matter, I ſhall 
ſhut up this diſcourſe with two teſtimonies, one from learned 
Mr. Hooker, another from, Bellarmis. - The zudgment of Pro- 
teſtants'as to this caſe is:excellently delivered by Mr. Hooker. 
lib. 3. of Ecclef.. pol, peg. $6. Papiſts (faith he) a5ke ws where our 
Religion did lurk before Mr, Luther, as if (ſaith he) we were of 
opinion that Luther did ere a new Church. Now the Church of Chriſt 
which was from the beginning continueth to tbe end, of which Church 
all parts havenot beenequally fincere and found. Tie other ſhall 
be of their own Bellarmin.; l;b. 2. de; Eccleſ. milit. cap. 13; ts 
30 be-noted, ſaith he,:that many of ours do but loſs time when th 
labouv. to prove that dhe Church cannot abſolutely fail, for Calvin, and 
Sereſt of the Hereticks (ſo he is pleaſed to deſign us) do grant 
tk | qe | 


Page, 130.. He has two reflexions upon my. appeal to the 
Fathers. of the firſt three-Centuries, wherein he imagins he 
has diſcovered ſome acutneſs. Burt they are but ſpongious 
bulruſhes and already -confuted, yer I ſhall mention them. 1. 
he enquires why I appeal to the Faith of the Church in the firſt three 
ages more then in after times * Was ber Dofrin then purer, her con- 
dition more Flouriſhing, or her Authority then greater * He may find 
the'ſame objefion anſwered. in my Paper. 7, againit -Mr. Demp- 
ſfter from pag. 130; to 135. and paper. 10th, pag. 215, 216. It 
ſeems this man [is not acquainted with the writings.of the 
more Learned Jeſuits, for Greg. de Val. in 3.part. diſp. 1.9. 1» 
pung. 6. diſputes this queſtion at lengrth.: Whither they who. 
lived next-to the Apoſtles did not eo plenius divina myteria noſſe, 
underſtand - more fully, Diyine Myſteries then others of after- 
. times, and concludes the affimative tracing the foot ſteps of 
Aquinas their Angelike Door, Now therefore only.in a word 
Ifay that though the' Churches Authority was not then great- 
er, nor; her cor.dition, as to outward proſperity ſo flouriſhing, 
yet then, her Do@rin was\more pure and. ſhe flouriſhed more 
in-Holineſs, then had ſhe aureos Sucerdotes, though, lignees 6rd 
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The Church 
Is it any wonder that a ſtream run. p| 
. Fountain? * When hath the truth of- 
holineſs, ſhined more, then when, the. Church: has. been. 1a- 
boaring in the Furnace of ery preſecution.?; Told Trox ex- 
4 Tag OHV TERED DIVE E4..97 LIT k 3/42 20 DH JEHU > fond | 
preſly, paper TO. , pag. 216, that I _neyer. intended. to reſtrid - 
this enquiry to thoſe. ages alone, only. plea ing to begin at 
them, bur this, Romaniſts wonld willingly decline, af their 
ſeeming advantages are 'from'the_more-corrupt times of the 
Church. They aske, where our, Church was before Luther, 
which has been often ſufficiently cleared, But we aske at them, 
Religion was in the firſt three apes, and much 
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where their” 
lower alfo, Which never'was, yea never. will. be ſufficiently 
cleared. Take their Religion, as it is ſet. forth by Pius guartus 
conteſſion of Faith, and' in. the Council. of Tren, and. ler all 
the Jeſuits tpon the face of the earth; find'it out in the firſt 
three ages of Chriſtianity, if they can. ' How. far the broken 
fragments, whiekt this Pamplileter filches from his Fellows, 
are from performing this work, Thall '(T hope) be ſeen in 
The ſecorid reflexion is, f 7 appeal to the Faith of the Church 
of the firft” three "apes then 7 muſt acknowledge one infallible viſible 
by "ſer, 1 Yeny the ſequel, was" Ir'to, auy repreſentative of 
the firſt Rats 4 which I did appeal? Is it not ackhow-- 
edged thar-in rhe firſt three ages from that Council at Fer- 
uſalem, A@., 15. there was no general Council which together 
- witha Pope 1s made by chis Pam 


zmpblerer the infallible Judge ? 
Was itnot to* the F airg.of | rh diffuſe Catholike C Fla 
whitiy't did apper! ,<16” Wiſieh” heither Fapiſ nor. Proteftarie 
aſcribes a: ju ridical; power?” Bur'the diffuſive Church has a 
romiſe of perpetuity, and Conſequently_that the eſſentialls 
of Faith: Tha)! be' preſerved inher. It rheretore. the Faith'of 
the antievr Carhblike Cliurch may be knBWay by it the Faich 
of the preſent Church may be" tryed. Yet'I ever made it but 

a ſecundary rule, the holy Scriptures being the chief teſt. bur 
of this I treated more at large, Paper 7. Pag. 231, 232. 233. 
234. , 

; ſe 1236. he ſays, that 7 affirm that papiſts agree with us in 
all our poſitive texets ; it ſeems Romiſh miſſionaries are ſo habi- 
fuatedin lying that they can hardly ſpeak truth, I never either 
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ſpoke or thought fo, Papiſts are injurious to the truth nor 
only by andinog bur alſo by ſubſtraFion. Do they not ſub- 
ſtraQ the cup ih the Sacrament, Do they not ſubſtraft the ſub- 
ſtance both of Bread and Wine,leaving only a. ſpe&er of ac- 
cidents to remain in the Sacramental Symbols ? Do rhey not 
deny the perſpicyity of Scriptures, aud that all ſins of their 
own nature merit eternal damnation, &c.. in all which they 
hold the negative; and we the affirmative. The obſerve which 
he fub)oyts thet all cheif Hrreſies for moſt part conſiſted in negatives, 
Is ludibrious ? all, for the moſt part, is all, and.giot all, . Bur 
have not. groſs Hereticks maintained poſitiye errors as Mani- 
chees duo principia, Tritheits three Gods, the Neſtorians two per- 
ſons in Chriſt. Fobn of Conſtantinople that himſelf was uni- 
verſal Biſhop, &c.. Is he not fo ridiculous in reckoning the 
negatives of Hereticks thar 4s would ſeem, he could not di- 
ftinguiſh betwixt an affirmative and a negative ? Among 
nepative' Hereticks he .reckons the Neftorians, whoſe Hereſy 
conſiſted in a poſitive afcribing two perſons to Chriſt, and the 
Marcionits for . maintaining that Baptiſm ſhould be reiterated. 
Is not rebaptization a poſitive ? Papiſts maintain feven Sacra- 
ments, ſhould others maintain twice ſeven, were they. not 
Heretical ? Papiſts add Apocrypha Books .to the Old Teſta- 
ment. If others added the evangells of Thomas and Nicodemu 
to the New Teſtament were they not Hereticks, Papiſts ſay 
duliz ſhould be given to Saints, ſhould others aſſert the law- 
fullneſs of Latria to, them, were they not Hereticks. -; There 
may therefore. be Herely in poſitives, But what though all 
Hereticks maititained negatives, which yet is falſe, doth it 
therefore follew that all who maintain negatives are Here- 
ticks? Is a Syllogiſm in 2de fgura ex onnibu affirmantibus good? 
Though it were fo,the Papiſts could not clear themſelves from 
Hereſy, for they alſo differ from us in negatives, This only in 
ro to ſhew the ludibrious quibling of Sophiſticating 
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The Truth of the Reli ton of Proteſtitnats evitted ,by the 

Conformity tle with the fath of the Primnative 
© Church," the firſt three Ages, and the falſhood of 
- the preſent Rom([h Religion from the diſagreement 
thereof with the Fanth- of theſe Ages, 


Here beitg but one Faith; :Epbeſ. 4. 5. or. one true Chri- 

\ſtian Religions which) undoubtedly was Conſerved, in as 

'. great. purity by the Church, in, the-firſt three Agesz/a5 i 
any other time, conſequently among [the many Pretenders to 
Religion in theſe days, their Religion muſt only be true which 
agreeth in eſſentials with the Faith of the Catholick Church in 
thoſe Apes, and that ſurely muſt be a'falfe Religion, which is 
diſcrepant-imEſfentials from that primitive Faich, - Whereupon 
I ſubſume, but. lo it is,-that theReligion of Proteſtants doth a» 
gree in Eſſentials:with the -Faith of the: Catholick Church in 
thoſe times, and the preſent Romifh Religion doth certainly 
diſagree. Therefore the Religion of Proteſtants is the true 
Chriſtian Religion, and the Popiſh Religion is' falſe and impi- 
ous; T heevidence ofithefirſt;qwopeſitioniis ſo clear, that the 
Pamphleter, ima-pectiliar Sefti fram peg; 1395! labours' to ju- 
ſtifie rhe'pteſent:Romiſh Faith:by ſome abuſe Pretexty of An- 
tiquity, as if the Fathers of thoſe Apes did clearly ſpeak for 
them, and againſt Proteſtants in/all the chief controverted 
points-- It remains thetefore;:that.T prove the Afſumprion; In 
order to which;Ionlppremiſe,that a:Religion may differ from 
that ancienc Faith:iw Efſentials;'or in pdints-tiecefſary to Salva- 
tion, two ways; 'vis.-Fither by denyirig ſome Articles of faith, 
which ſhe heldas necaſſary, or by coyning others as neceflary, 
which ſhe held nor; This premiſed, 
- For evi&ing the conformity:of our Religion, as to all Eſſen= 
rials; with tlie Faith vfthe CatholickChiurch ir the firſt ages, 1t 
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5 - Ie © _._ - _ Romiſþ Novely 
V  beſufficient to renew to all Romaniſts my q—_ m-Yle to Mr. 
Denipiter, pag. 4: pag.54. to inſtance one" Effentiat-of Faith, 
wherein we differ from the Chriſtian Church in thoſe Ages, 
that is, to pitch upon one Article held as abſolutely neceſfary 
by the Catholick Church of thoſe times, and denied by the Re- 
formed Churches, oripne Article,. which the Reformed Chur- 
ches hold as abſolutely neceſſary, and thoſe ahcient Churches 
held-nor. If we may Judge of what other Romaniſts can fay, as 
to this matter, b «hep. Inſtances Which the'Pamphleter from 
pag. 139: has ſcraped together from: their common Place 
ooks. © Thope the enfiijng' examination of theny ſia Uiſcover 
more the con{onancy of our Religion withitheancient Chtiſti- 
an Religion, and the difſonancy of the Romiſh Religion. Or 
if we meaſure the Eſſentials of the ancient Chriſtian Faith, by 
the ancient Creeds and Confeſſion of Faith, theſe being drawn 
up as teſts to- diſtinguiſh them! of -the Churck-from others, 
which, as' is ſuppoſed'by: learned Divines, would notan 
their end, if they did not contain the Articles, which the 
Church in thoſe days held as neceſſary. Then ſurely the Pro- 
teſtant Churches do/agree with the ancient Church in all Effen- 
tials of Faith. For all the Reformed Churches do cordially 
own all. the ancient Creeds, and Confeffions of the. Primitive 
Churches, not'only in the firſt three ages, butalſo much lower; 
fuch as'the Apoſtolick; the Antiecbian, Nicen, Conftentinopolitan, 
Athanafian, as alſo theſe of Epheſus and Chalcedon, neither have 
the Proteſtant Churches made a ſuper-aUdition cf new effen- 
tial Articles unknown to the Primitive Church in thoſe times: 
Nay, ſo clear are-Reformed'Churches /in this matter, that we 
appeal all the Enemies of rhe 'Reformed Religion, 'to try our 
conformity 'to the ancient Chriſtiah Church 1n. all Eſfencials 
with the moſt rigid diſcuſs that is imaginable. '; -—— 
Burton the other hand, thediſconformity of the preſent Ro- 
miſh-Faith, with that ancient Catholiek-Faith,.may be obvious 
ro'aty, by comparing thoſe ancient>Creeds kvith:thepreſent 
Popiſh Creed of Pope Pius the Fourth; itt which-amultitude of 
Articles are ſuper-added, ſuch as' theiSeptenary number of Sa- 
craments, the propitiatory Sacrifice of the Ma(s,'Tranfubſtan- 
tiation, Purgatory, Innovation of Saints, Adoration of Images 
and Reliques, the power of Indulgences,. the Magiſterial Su- 
premacy of the Church and Pope.of- Rome ;avet tlie _—_ = 
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tholick Church, yea, and all the Articles of the Council of 
Trent are concluded as neceſfary to Salvation. Which certainly 


are not to be found In any of theancient Creeds ;. Nay the Ro- 
"man, Creed fub)oyns;theſe to the Conſtantinopolitan Creed, as 


ſuperadded thereto, as is to. be ſeen in vit4 Pij 41 ſet forth by 


Onupbriuszand in the Confeſſion annexed to; H. T. his Manual, 


as 2 teſt of the Romiſh Religion, therefore the preſent Romiſh 
Religion 1s not the true ancient Chriſtian Religion, but a' bun- 
dle of innovations tyranuically impoſed upan Conſciences of 


People. 


. Yet, becauſe this impoſtor, pitches upon ten Articles coutro- 
verted betwixt us and Romaniſts, wherein he affirms, that tbe 
Fathers 'of the firſt three ages ſpeake clearly againſt Proteftants, it 
may contribute both for. the further clearing of the truth, 
and diſcovering of Roman pertidy, to trace him throw theſe 
particulars. i ing etna! 


S0Gt:< 
The Pamphleters firſt Inflance of Novelty, touching the Popes 
; Supremacy, briefly carvaſed, and retorted pon jak | 


TJ Is-firiſt inftance, Pag. 139. is concerning the Popes Supre- 

macy, 6 being, ſays he, the mojt principal- thing. Its indeed * 
the moſt principal thing with the Popes Paraſits, hence, Bell. 
lib. 2. de Concil. cap, 17. Greg. de Val, lib, 8. de anal. fid. cap, 7. 
and other Jeſuits. give the Pope a, ſupremacy over the whole 
CathoJick Church, yea and oyer general; Councils, as Pope 
Boniface the 8... extrav. commun, -unam $enfem ,: had defined 
that ſubjetiion to the Pope , is. of neceſſity: tro Salvation to every 
Creature, But-this is as oppoſit to the faith of the. ancient - 
Church as Eaſt to Weſt. Had this been the faith of: the-Church 
in thoſe; times, then it had [been defined, -according to the 
Pamphleters Principle, by the infallible viſible Judge of: thoſe 
times..; Why then does he not prodace ſucha definition-among 
his. citations ? Doth.not the world know that in thoſe_three 
ages. there: was -not one Oecumenick Council, except that at 
Jeruſalem, Ad. 15. unleſs with Binius and the Ordinary: gloſs 
thoſe other. three Conventions of the Apoſtles, Af. cap. t. 
6:31. bealſo held for Oecumenick Councils. But ſure-it-is; 
© [e047 | | that 


470 Romiſh Novelty. wo 
that none of all-theſe made any definition for the Popes ſuv = 
premacy, Conſequently there was no infallible viſible jadge 
in thoſe times to make ſuch'a defitition. I did always aps 
prehend that the ſeat of the Ptetended Romiſh tnfallibiiry' 
had been the ſeat of their ſupremacy. How then'is ir; that 
though Pope and -Council were infinuated by this Pamaphlorer 
Se, Z. to be the ſeat of infallibility joyntly. Yet now the 
Pope alone is made the ſeat of ſupremacy? Is he alone ſu- 
pfeam but not infallible? Is their Church bound to obey and 
believe a fallible Pope teaching lyes and blaſphemies, as having 
ſupremacy over them, though not infallibility ? Had the 
Churches in thoſe three ages believed the Popes ſupremacy as 
neceſſary to Salvation, would Pohcrates and the holy Afratick 
Fathers: in the ſecond Century, have withſtood the Pope fo 
reſolusly in the matter of: Eaſter, as is witneſſed by, Erſeb. 
lib. 5. cap. 22 ? Would Cyprian ſo holy a Father, and Martyr 
with the Affrican Fathers in the third Century ſo vehemently - 
have oppoſed Pope Stepbanus in the matter of rebaptization, 
as is acknowledged by Bell. lib. 4. de Pontif. cap. 7 ? Would he 
have ſo zealouſly oppoſed appeals, to Romeas he does, Epiff. 
55. or cenſured Popes {> ſharply for admitting - them, which 
is to ſtrike at the root of this pretended ſupremacy ? Would 
the: forth Oecumenick, Council #t Chaltedon, 48. 15. can. 29. and 
| AR.16, in which were 639. Fathers have defined in foro con- 
tradiforio, after debate with the legats of Rome, that the Bi- 
ſhop of Conſtantinople ſhould have equal .priviledges with 
the Biſhop of -Rome ? Would the ſecond Council of Milevir. 
can. 22. have ordained thern- to be excommunicated , who 

ſhould make tranſmarin'appeals ? Would: the fame African 
Fathers, among whom 'Aufin was one, in the ſixth Council of 
Carthage, have ſo ſtoutly oppoſed appeals to Rome, as Berron. 
ad annum. 419. cannot deny, though both he and- Bell. tb. 2. 
de Pomtif. cap. 25, endeavour,by ſome ſlight evaſions to palliat 
the matter, the falſhood whereof is Inculently' evifted' by 
Chamier. Panſtrat. tom. 2. lib. 14. cap. 3. 4.'yea'the caſe is fo 
clear, that Stapleton rele, princip. controv, 3. queſt, 7- Is not 
aſhamed to condemn the proceedings of that ancient African 
Council againſt the Popes of Rome. Such is the reſpe&' of 
Romaniſts to' Antiquity, when it crofſes their intereſt. © Had 
the Popes ſupremacy been an eſfential of the Chriſtian _ 
Wou 
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Would Greg. 600. Yeares after Chriſt. /ib. 4. E pit. 32. 34. 38. 

- 39+ have condemned the Title of univerſal Biſhop, as 3 Title 
of- Novelty, error, blaſphemy, the univerſal poyſon of the 
Church, "contrary to the Ancient Canons, contrary to Peter, 
and to God himſelf, a Title which none of his predeceſfors 
aſſumed, and who ever did preſume to challenge it, was a 
forrunner of the Antichriſt. Its a manifeſt” forgery contrary 
to all truth, which, Bellarmin. lib, 2, de Pontif. cap. 31. and other 
Romaniſts uſe to elude thoſe luculent teſtimonies of Greg. as 
if he had only condemned the ticte of univerſal Biſhop in that. 
ſenſe wherein Fobn of Conſtantinople did claim ir, Namely, fo 
as he alone ſhould be Biſhop, and other Biſhops ſhould not at 
all be Biſhops, but his Vicars. Whereas John of Conſt aminople 
never claimed that Title in any other ſenſe, then it is this day 
uſed by, the Biſhops of Rome, for. 1. the oriental Biſhops 
conſented with Fobn of Conſtantinople that he ſhould be termed 
univerſal Biſhop, but its hardly credible, that they would all 
have conſented that themſelves ſhould be degraded; "But 
ſecondly Romiſh Authors, particularlarly Plating in the Life of 
Boniface the third doth teſtify, that the ſame dignity which 
Jobx did effe&t, Boniface obtained from that bloody. Murtherer 
Phocas, not without much ade, magna temen comtentione, ſays 
Platine. Doth not the oppoſition which the' Arcient Brittiſh 
and SecottiſÞ Churches made to Auflin the Monk, to Lawentius 
and Mellitus, ſent over to England by Greg. the firſt in the matter 
of. Eaſter and celebration of Baptiſm, of which ſee, Bede, Hiſt. 
hb. 2. cap. 2. and 4. and Barronius ad amum. 604. .demonſtrar. 
that the Popes ſupremacy was not an eſſential Article of their 
Faith, Yea fo far was it from being an Article of the Faith of 
the Ancient Catholick Church, that in late Councils ſuch as 
that of Conſtance. ſeſs, 4. & 5. and of Baſil. ſeſs. 2. Its ſtatuted 
that Popes be ſubje& to the decrees of general Councils, and 
ſeſs. 39. who ever contradid this,is fligmatized as an Heretick. 
Behold then the ſtupendious impudency of thoſe men, 
Though many ſuch luculent demonſtrations of the contrariery 
betwixt the now Romilh Faith, and the Ancient Catholick 
Faith, in this their principal point of the Popes ſupremacy, have been 
often propoſed yet they have confidence ſtill to alleadge that 
the Church in the three firſt, yea inall apes was of the ſame 
Faith with them, They might as well fay that within mr 
rſt 
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thole, which times without oulaher 


firſt chree ages, /gnatins Logela founded the rd of Jeſuits 3 
which all know co be but oF Nerdays eretion, © : | 
Bur hath he not ſome. .Pretences, for; his aſſertion? * Ka bur 
hafe been confut ed.” The: 
chief of his citations are. manike teltly ſpyrious, - ſuch as te iro els 
Denys de drvinis nominibus, cap..3., Clement, epiſt.1. and the pie WY 
of Pope Zepherinus, Te decreta fi of Clement, Zepherinus and: of many « 
more Biſhops.of Rome are not only demonltrared to be Spurious . 
by Whittaker, Cecus, and Blondel,butiallo are ackno ledged ro be. 
ſack; by learnedRomaniſts Turrecremaza,Poſſevin, Barroniue-as | is ob- 


| ferved by Kiver, Joagk Fac, [,1..8. particular reaſons may be ſeen. 


in Ne: en <ach, ofthern, Fe larmin himſelf de Ser ooo Nos pak 


p35 =t 5 ARA: fo hols, in yi By Vet. eg Pag.50.51. not 


Cn 18, 'Grocinus; and Photius hold theſe writings 

| It thatalfo they. are Cites by Cajetan, ' 

| by. Bell, li."z. de confirm. Cap.T. andthe f 
"th. 2. de Script. cap.21 nboing Ribers 

$14 TEE ik 6 yet ir lib, de devinii nom. 

. 1hÞfor the age of 0 f Romes Stipremacy, yea'not 

thias* mention of ore orof the Pope thereof, only of the 

Me Peter. Jr 5 'Gaid* chit he” "11S, xipupate FP mTpeoCudent Fo | 

A628 Rr, which only ;mports the primacy of order which 


"Fd 
PRI SP 4 "Mm ons the Apoſtles,” bur no juriſdiction over them, 
; atk t 1002s tia tz ed 15 that to | 'the Pope of Rome, unleſs it 


{: rhat che Pope ſicceeded to Peter in the latitude 
icalffhh hfion, Ihe 1 "will! be fourid * an hard raske. 
= -Onc rang Tgaatins, whoſe To tle 'to the Romans” the Pamphleter 


Oe, : cites, 7'will not remit” AM to Rob: Parker, de Polit,'Eecleſ. ljb.2\cap. 
LEN 13 \ who: alſo ne ers ers RR a Multitude of arguments to prove 


Cele EPITIES attT1D! Ignatius to beSpurious: Nor willI 
altosether,coiidet mi Dr Sl ppoſitirions: the Seven Epiſtles men- 


.. Fioned: $" 14 vo yet Rev; in crit. Sac?hib; 2c 
| T, O72; 0) ar it cy probablethat the 
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are.interpolaged and, vitiated, yea Bell. himſelf, lib. . 4,,de-Eu-. 


chariſt, cap. 26. confeſſes that there be many errors crept into. 
them: : How can a fitm-argument;be taken from. yitiated Epi- 
ſtles ?.. But: grant.them to, be entire ((and.che zather; ſeeing I 


find reformed Criticks devided eſpecia/ly concerning the Latin: 


Edition: of ' Ignatius, (er, forth; by. Biſbop;Uſper, and the. Greek. 
publiſhed by. Iſaee Voffius). yet.allithis Pamphlerer can alleadpe. 
from 1gnatiws, is only-a. tranſient word inthe inſcription of, the; 
Epiſtle to the Romans, which alſo he miſrepreſencs, though.T 
blame,-not him ſo muchas them from whom he borrowed the 


The words in the Greek concerning the Church of Rome. 
are, nTis mengmla: & Tora guers Popaioy, Which 1f rendred 
paſhyely, que. prejidetur (which is preiiGed over, or which: is; 
governed by her own paſtours) give yo ſhadow of. a Counte-. 
nance to Romiſh ſupremacy, but'take them aftively, (which 
preſides) yet the preſidercy of that, Church is-reſtrided to. 
the Region of the Romans, ſo. that: no univerſal. juriſdiion 
is there aſcribed to her. - -- £ 2 af 30 Yin 

The Teſtimonies of renew, Cyprian, and Origen. / are ſuf-; 


| ficiently vindicated by Learned Chemier; Whittaker, Dr..Morton,, 


Dr. linger, &C. to. whom it. 'were enough-tor me tg remit 
him.- He had done well to have left out Treneus, lib. 3. Cap. 3. 
tor. he 1s there: diſputing. againſt unwritten Traditions, main, 
rained by. the Y alentinian Hereticks, and confures them: by; this 
argument, becauſe'-if there: were. ſuch Traditions left, the: 
Chutches founded by-the/ Apoſtles.could not -be: ignorant-of 
them. And becauſe. it had been;long to have. recited-all, he 
mentions the Church of -Reme, to which the faithful reſorted 
from a} places, ſhe being ſeated in the imperial! City, which 
is that he, meant; 'by the] more powerfu]-principalicy that - 
reſort to ber from ail quarters,' was-not; fromthe) juriſuition 
ofthe Church of Rome, but from peoples; neceffary atfaires in 
the imperiai:City, as is Jargly cleared by Chamier, tom. 2.'lib.13. 
cap,”22:; and Stiling fleet. Part. 2. cap, 6.Se9. 12: 43 -, Yea, Tre- 
news is fofarfrom acknowl:dying:the- Popes ſupremacy- that 


. he reprehendedVidor for his carriage. to, P-y7Ta1, and the 
 Afeaticky, aud as ſeews.retained;communion with them: note 


withſtanding; the Popes:.Excommunicatton , as may. be -ga- 
thered from , Euſeb,-lib,o5-: Hiſt. cap.'23» i Ceteri ( among 
p | = oh wl.om 
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whom was Feneus ) dicebant ſe nibilominus cum iis pacem velle 
eolere.. AT 
I proceed to Cyprian whom the Pamphileter cites, Epijt. ad 
Ful. calling Peter the head and root of the Chu'ch, and Epiff, $5, 
the Church of Rome Peters Chair. But there is none who with- 
ſtood Popes of Rome more reſolutely then Cyprian. Notice bur 
that one Charafer which in Epi. 74, ad Pompeium he gives to 
Stephanns Biſhop of Rome, vis. that he defended the cauſe of 
Hereticks againſt Chriſtians, and the Church of Chriſt ; Sure 
therefore Cyprien neither acknowledged the ſupremacy nor. 
tne infallibility of the Pope. It may be time enough to anſwer 
the firſt of thoſe citations when he finds out Cypriens Epiſt. ad 
Ful, for I cannot find fitch an Epiſtle among all Eyprians Works, 
But poor Soul he could ſay no better then his Manual of con- 
rroverſfies; for H, T.. 4@. 7. cites it thus,Epift. ad Falian. I find 
mdeed Cyprien Epiſt. 45. ad Corxel. exhorting them who ſayled 
from Africk to Rome (in the time that Novationus was ſchiſ- 
matically choſen Biſhop of Rome) to adhere to the root and 
Matrix of the Catholick Church, not that he- ſo called the 
Roman Church, but as Chamier judiciouſly obſerves, tom. 2. 
de Occum. Pomtif. ib. 13. cap. 23. the Catholick Church ad- 
viſing them not to joyn with any ſchiſmarical party, but to 
adhere te thoſe who did keep the unity of the Catholick 
Church. The fame is the importance of that which Cyprian 
fays Epiſt. 73 ad Fubajanum (which perhaps this Pamphleter in 
| his Colleftion from others has taken for Epiſt. ad Ful. Nos unius 
Eccleſie caput & radicem tenemus. We keep the head and the 
xoot of the one only Church, but there he makes no mention 
of Peter at all, So that the meaning is, we keep the unity of 
rhe Catholick Church, whereof parcicular Churches are mem- 
bers and branches. What though the Church of Rome be 
rermed the Chair of Peter * Is it notuſual with Fathers to 
mention the Chairs of other Apoſtles, as may be ſeen in Tertu. 
de preſcvipt. cap. 36. or had Peter himſelf juriſdifion over the 
reſt of the Apoſtles? Noverily. Yea the Apoſtolick funion 
being ſupream, if the reſt had been ſubordinate to Peter, they. 
had been ſupream-as being Apoſtles, and not ſupream as being 
fubordinate to Peter, Hence Cyprian de unit. ecclef. ſays, hoc erat 
miiq; ceteri Apoſtoli quod erat Petrus, pari conſortio prediti bonoris 
& poteſtatis. That which he cites out of Origen on the cap. * 


d Rom. (beſides that Ferome.in his time took notice that thoſe 
| Books of Origen on the Romans were interpolated) imports 
nothing but Peters Apoſtolical fun&ion, which was common 
ro him with the reſt of the Apeſtles, and ſo makes nothing 
for the pretended Supremacy of the Pope of Rome. 
 _ Laſtly, the Pamphlecer faith, that Polen, end Whittaker, con- 
feſs that Vittor did cary bimſelf like a Pope. Anfſiver, Its long 
ſince to this allegiance of Breerly, from whom the Pamphleter 
filches it, Dr. Moron replyed in his appeal, lib, 2. cep. 22. Sef.2. 
that indeed they cenſured Vifer for his arrogancy, and as a © 
troubler of Chriſtendom. For which alſo he was reprehended 
by Ancient Fathers of that age, and theſe are but too ordi- 
nary endowments of Popes. Bute no Proteſtane did charge 
Vigor , for aſſuming an abſolute power over  Oecumenick 
Councils, or infallibility of Judgment to himſelf, as Popes do 
at this day. So that however he reſembled them in ſome fin- © 
ful praftiſes, yet differed from them in Faith. Neither did 
his Excommunicating of ſome eaſtern Biſhops imply his aſ- 
ſuming a juriſdidtion over them,as is judiciouſly demonſtrated 
both by Dr. Mortos. ibid. and ſince by Dr. Stilling fleet. Part. 2. 
: cap.6. Sed. 11, for ſome Biſkops in the eaſt did Exeommu- 
nicate Pope Julius, as teſtifies Sozom. lib. 3. cep. 11. and Mimas 
the patriarch of Confentinople did excommunicate Pope Vigi- 
bus as witneſſes, Nicepb. Hz .Þþ. 7, cap. 26. and Photius, "Anno 
863. did Excommunicate Pope: Nicolas the firſt, by the con= 
feflion of Barronius, therefore their Excommunication did 
only import they were not to admit ſuch to their communion. 
[ ſhall ſhug up this diſcourſe ef ſupremacy with that reſtimony 
of. Cyprienand of 87. Biſhops in Concil. Ceribag. de baptizandis 
beret. Non of us, ſay they, is called Biſhop of Biſhops, and further 
more they call ita. Tyrannical terrour for any one Biſhop t6 
impoſe upon his fellow Biſhops - a neceſſity of obedience. 
May not I therefore conclude this firſt inftance of Novelty 
with 2 retorſion. 
 ThePopes ſupremacy was no-eſſenrial of the Chriſtian 
.. Faith, inthe firſt three Centuries, But the Popes ſupremacy 
. _ - saeſlentialof the-preſent Romiſh Religion, Ego there 
- ; is aneffential in the preſentRomith Religion, which was 
_ - notinthe Chriltian Religion of the firſt three Centuries, 
| quod erat demonſtrandum.” | 1 $6 
60194 | L1z2 | SECT. 
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The ſecond inflance. of Novelty, concerning. unwritten Tra- 
ditions, examined and_tetoried upon” Romanifts, 1 . | 
THe Pamphleters ſecond Inſtanee'is concerning Unwritten 
"nt Proteſtants, faith he, deny that we -fhould believe 
:,- any-thing, not contained in Scriprure,\upon Apoſtolical Tradition con- 
ſerved in the: Church, where fallaciouſly he infinuats; 1, that 
Proteſtants deny credit-to Traditions really Apoſtohcal, 2 
that in the Roman Church are conſerved -Traditions' truly {| 
Apoſtolical of Articles of Faith,'not contained in Scripture, 
Both which are Splendidly falſe ; | we do indeed maintain 
againſt Romaniſts a compleat ſufficiency of the holy Scriptures 
2s-containing all Articles. of Faith, and herein we have the 
unanimous confent of the Ancient Church. ' Dothinot Feneus | 
&b.:3, cap. 2. call the Goſpel the pillar and ground” of Faith, 
Does he not. ib:4. reprove Hereticks, for accuſing Scripcures, 
as if the truth could not be found by them, who are ignorant 
of Tradition. . Is not Tertullian luculene for us, lib. contra 
Hermog. cafe. 22. adoro ſcripturarum 'plenitudingm , and there- 
upon ,pronounced ai woe upon 'them that teach any point of 
Faith not juſtifiable by the Scriptures. Saith not Origes bom; 1. 
in ferem, Neceſe eft Scripturas ſanttas in teftimonium vocare, ſenſus 
quippe nofiri fine bis teſtibus #01 habent fide. Is not Cyprian as ex-_ 
preſs, Epift. 74. ad Pompeium, unde ifta traditio, au ex dominics 
Autoritate veniens, an de Apoftolarum mandatis,' asq; Epiſtolis\ve- 
nient, ea enim facienda que ſcripta ſunt teffatur Dem. | Hence that 
Religious Emperour Conjtantine in Theod. lib. 1.' cap. 7. adviſed 
_ the Nicen Fathers that they ſhould conſult with the'divinely 
inſpired Scriptures, becauſe they do futly inſtru&'us whar to 
beheve in divine things. Did not Bel. bewray his deſperate 
cauſe, when l(b. 1. de verb. Dei..cap. 11. he anſwered that Con- 
fantin, was indeed a great *Emperour bot .no great: Door. 
Is-not- this. to condemn the judgment! of the :Nicen :Fathers , 
who. did approve the Emperors-advice. It were-eafie to con- 
firm the-fame truth from Athanaſius, Ebryſoft. Baſil, Epiph. Hierm, 
Aujtin, tet it be judged in the fear of God, whither our Re- 
| £-10 ligion 
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Religion be the ſafer,which:acknowledges'the H6ly: SeriÞrure 
as a compleat Canon adequarely;commenſurated to theend tor 
which. it was appointed, or Popery which" (as Dr. Morton fitly 
ufeth the reſemblance in his appeal, lib. 2: cap. 25.) makes 
Gods word likea ſick mans: broken» and: imperte&t' will; half 
nitncupative and half written, - (0 HO a 

As tor the Pamphleters citations, he might have known 
what is anſwered to them by our controverſiits in their replies 
to, Bell. they all being! taken from him. And: 1. to Denys, de 
Eccleſ. Hierarch, cap. 1. Its anſwered that not only is the Book 
ſpurious, but alſo he only affirms that the Apoitles:did: deliver 
the 'Dotrin of Salvation twoways, viz-by: word and by writ, 
which. none'denies. But the: preſent quettion is whither' all - 
that's neceſſary be not contained in the written word. To 
that of Ignatius apud Euſeb. lib. 3, cap.4. I anſwer, he indeed 
exhorts 'all to ſtick*'to the Traditions of Apoſtles, but they 
are ſtrangers in Antiquity who: know not that by Traditions, 
Ancients-do alfo underitandthe- Do&rin'of Faith recorded'jn 
the holy” Scriptures, fee Cyprian Epiſt. 74. ad Pomp, and Baſil, 
lib. 3. conta Euncm, Neither is therea veſtige in the place ob- 
zeced to lignify that it is 'a Dofrin not contained in Scripture, 
| To that from Irenew. lib; 3. cap. 4. He ſpeaks I confeſs:of. bar- 
barous nations who believed in Chrilt ſine charaGere &\ atramemto, 
Bur he does not ſay that. they believed Articles of 'Faith'not 
contained 1n the: Scripture, nay,all the Articles which there he 
reckons out are Scripture Truths. Nor do we deny |, if a 
Preacher not having a'Bible with him, ſhould come to Tome 
American Countrys and Preach the Goſpel , that [they were 
bound'to'believe,yet-it would not follow that the truths which 
they believed. were not contained in: Scripture: ' .To Origen 
Hom. 5 in Num. and: in-cap. 6: ad Romo (Irs! anfwered” fome of 
the Traditions mentioned by.*'Origen,are-written Traditions, _ 
ſuch as that'in Rom. cap 6. of the baptiſm: of infants which 
Bell. himſelf proves by Scripture, others: of them as: iconcer- 
ning peoples polture in prayerafre only ritual; and (ſo: doinot 
_ Touch the preſetit queſtion whichris of iArcicles:of Faith,: Ta 
_ 'Tertullian" its anſw-red,. that after? he:turned Montanijt,” he- did 
ſpeak too' much for Traditions, 'yea, and for Traditions which 
Romaniſts themſelves reze&, fuch as a threefold immerſion, 
giving honey and milk to perſons babtized, &c. EIN 
=o ore 
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fore Rowaniſts miuſt-Montanize and condemn themſelves for 
rejeting-many Traditions approve by Tertullien, or lay afide 
his Teſtimonies, His Bock, de coron, militis, is ſuppoſed by ſome 
Learned men to be written in his Montaniſm, yea,and by Pame- 
lus himſelf; in vit& Tertull. yer moſt of the Traditions mens 
rioned there, are about rituals and diſciplinary matters,, But 
in his writtings againſt Hereticks,ſuch- as that againſt Hermo- 
_ genes and his preſcriptions he' is full for us; Ic had been there- 
_ fore the Pamphleters .prudence not to have tauched his Book 
de preſcriptionibus, for there expreſly he condemns Hereticks for 
maintaining Traditions which were alleadged to be commugi- 
cated in a clanculary way by the Apoſtles, only ro ſome few, 
And whereas he ſaid, Hereticks were to be convicted by Tra- 
dition, he ſpeaks not of Traditions altogether unwritten, 
but of Scriptural Dofrins, which had been tranſmitted,done 
in the Apoſtolick Churches to that time. And it is in gp- 
poſition to Herericks who either did - deny the Scriptures, or 
mutilate them,or acknowledged not their perfeftion. Though 
againſt ſuch Traditions be improven, It follows nor that all 
Articles of Faith are not contained in Scripture. And beſides 
it was caſter then to diſpute from Tradition being ſo near to 
the Apoſtolick age, then now after ſo many reelings and viciſ- 
ſitudes, To Cyprien who lib, 1, Epilt. 12. Jays that the Babtized 
ought to be anoymed, ond lib, 2. Epiſt. 3. that water ſhould be mixed 
with wine in the Euchariſt, Tts anſwered: that theſe are only 
Fituals,no Articles of Faith, yea the Trent Catechiſm de Beptiſms 
Ad. 7.. defins that water is the only matter. of Baptiſm, and 
conſequently Baptiſm way be without union. So certaiuly 
it was in the Baptiſmof the Euvuch, 49.8. 38, 39. of Cor- 
weljues, AQ. 10. 47, 48. and of i the Faylour. 48. 16.33, The 
ſame Roman Catechiſm de Ench., A8. 10. defins bread and wine 
to be the only matter of the Euchariſt and expreſly, A#.17. 
& fi aqua defit, ſacramentun Eucheriftie con/tare poſſet, But all our 
queſtion is of Articles of. Faith. | 
There remains nothing as to.the matter of Tradition, but 
that he charges the Fathers 6 receiving the. Scripture only upon Tra- 
dition, Yet for this he alleadges no proof, and therefore it may 
be reiefted as a Jeſuitiſm. Did not the Fathers ſee asclear 
evidence for the Divine Authority of Scriptures as Jeſuits? 
Yet both Yelentia lib, 1. de anal. fidei. por totum, and Bell. de verb: 
Dei. 
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Dei, lib. 1. cap. 2. do, produce. many arguments befide Tra- 
dition for the Divine Original of Scripture. ; And. which is 
more, not only Fathers did acknowledge the (elf evidencing 
Light of Holy Scripture,' as Origen. «2 dpxor, lib; 4. cap, I. 
but alſo Romaniſts themſelyes in their Jucid interyalls, as 
Val. lb, cit. cap. 20. and Melchior Cenus, lib, 2. cap, 8. and Dr. 
Strang deſcript. lib. 1, cap. 17, Pag. 128. brings in Mantuan 
ſpeaking moſt expreſly to this purpoſe. We are, perſwaded, 
faith he, that Scripture flowed from the firſt truth, ſed unde 
ſums ita perſuaſi, nifi  ſeipſe, But beſides this, Romaniſts 
muſt be remembred, that the. Traditions atteſting the Scrip- 
tures to be the word of God, is not to be reckoned among. 
unwritten Traditions, the ſame being written, 2 Tim. 3« 15. 
| There bealio many Learned Divines who defer very much to 
that Tradition, inthe refolution of the belief of the Scrip- 
turs, who. yet- hold the Scriptures to be the compleat rule of 
Faith, and that all. the Articles, or material objefts of our 
Fairh are contained in Scripture. What need I more againſt 
the. neceſſity of unwritten Traditions in the preſent Romiſh 
ſenſe 2 Seeing Auſtin, Gib.3, contra Lit. Petilian. cap. 6. Pron- 
ounces an Anathema upon 'all them who ſhall teach any thing 
eitherof Chriſt or his Church, or any matter of Faith, beſide 
that which is received from legal and evangelical 'Scriptures, 
hence another demonſtration. of the falſhood and Novelty 
of the Romiſh Religion. 

T hat unwritten Traditions of Articles of Faith, are 
to be- received. with equal devotian, as the Scriptures of 
God, was no effentia} of the Faith of the- Catholick 
Church in the firſt three ages. But this is an eſſential of 
the preſent Romiſh Faith, Ergo, Sec. 
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The third inſtance of Novelty, concerning the Sacrifice of the 
M afs, conſidered and retorted upon Romaziſts. 


He Pamphleter in his thicd Inſtance ſaith; thet Proteſtant; 
deny the unbloody Sacrifice of Chrijts bedy. and:blood- offered up 

to God in the Maſs, | Here'it will be needful to. hintar the ad 
ate: 


5  Roniiſt-Noveliy. 
ſtate of the queſtion betwixt Romanifts and us; which the ad= 
verſary deceitfully ſhuns'to unfold; We then confels that in the 
Saeftinentyfitche Lotds Supperis a Hvelyrepreſettation, anda 
rharfkfull- commengration of rhe Sacrifice? of \Chriſt®offered 
apon' the' Croſs; 10 that this Sactamefit' may be termed an im- 
proper Euchariſtick'and'tommemorative Sacrifice, or as others 
ſpeak” tatreutical' and -obj&@ive: 'Nor gil the Fathers of "the - 
ancient Chunchever intend any more, as not only your divines 


have dem%iiftrared; biit WIſb'among' Romaniſts "the learned 
Pichetell diſert.. de Miſſa. tap, 2, but we detiy that' the-ancient 
Chiir&h*in thoſe three firſt- ages held' the Sacrament of the 

__ © Lords Supper to be a proper propitiatory Sacritice tor the'ſfing 

of the living and dead, as 'is now defined by the- Council of 

| Trent, Se. 22 Gan, Ti N. 3.4: 5! : Yea,” hardly will -the-name 
Maſi be found in the\utdoubted 'writings of tlie Fathers of the 
firſttheee Ages; albeit Baronins-if his Annals is bold. to (ay. that 
itis the moſt ancient:name of this S1crament,'and'was delivered 
to the Church at Feruſalem by the Apoſtle Fames, | Hadiit been 
fo, Is it credible that neirher Igaaztius, nor Irenews, nor Fuſtin 
Marty, -ror Tertul. 'nbr-Origen, ior: Cyprian, would: once have 
made'metition of the word Maſs ? *but for'this'impudentfalf- 
hood'the Cardinatis ſafficiently chaſtiſed by Cauſubar, Exercit, 
16. an. 34: -Num. 39.” The firſt notice! that the fame learned 
Cauſaben, and after him. D.'il. Forbes, lib. 3. de Sacrif. Miſfe, 
cap. 1. do obſerve of -it was about 250 years after Chriſt, in an 
Epiſtle of Cornelius Biſhop of Rome: to Lupicinus, and yet both 
of them doubrif"this Epiſtle be genuine, 'and - therefore I ſaid 
that hardly will the aame Maſs be found in the undoubced wri- 
tings'of Ancients of theſe Ages.”  * S071 auto 

* But its not names weſtand:upon,.and therfore Taffirm that * 
though Fathers did offen uſe the word Sacrifice concerning the 
Sacrament of the Lords $Jupper;- yet they, meant only an eucha- 
riſtick and commemorable Sactifice, not proper and expiatory. 
This: has been largly demonſtrated by-many.I will hint at a few 
conſiderations, which I hope may Satisfie thoſe that are not ob- 
ftinately wilfu}{ to adhere toa preconceived opinion.: þ. 

And 1. the Fathers faid that they did Sacrifice toGod, bread 
and win in the Euchariſt, ſo /remeus (ib. 4. cap. 32. Cyprian Serm. 
de opere & Eleemoſynis, avd epift. 63, and Auſtin epift. 122; yea and 

the compyler 'of a part of the Miſlal (for its bs. + 
SET | cloa 
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. cloak patched up at Several! times) Seems to have been of the 
ſame opinion, for before the Conſecration, its ſaid, ſuſcipe pater 
hane Jmmaculatem hoſtium, but then by the Romaniſts. own con- 
teſſion, there is nothing but bread'and wine 3++ Now ſure it is, 
bread and wine can be no-propitiatory. Sacrifice: toexpiate the 
ſins of the Ele&, Ergo, all theſe muſt be underſtood to ſpeak 
 ofan improper Euchariſtick and commemorative Sacrifice. 
Secondly, the Fathers doe clearly expound themſelves to mean 
' nothing elſe,Ch/yſoftom who as often terms the Sacrament of the 
Supper. a "Sacrifice as any, expounds his'meaning moſt clearly. 
Hom.17. in Heb, we offer up, ſaith he, The ſame Sacrifice which Chriſt: 
offered, then he Subjoyns by way of Expoſition, wdaaar NN dyap> 
yay $vomes, or rather the remembrance thereof. $» kujeb. lib. 1. de 
demoniirat. cap. 10. he bas commanded us to offer unto God wyyuhy avi 
$vnas,, a Memoriall, inflead of a Sacrifice, and Auftm, bib; 20. Cond. 
Faujt, Manich. cals it, Sacramentum memorie, a” Sacrament of re- 
membrance Theoret, Clemens, Bafil,'and/Greg. Nazianzen call the 
euchariſt Simbols and tips of the Sacrifice of Chriſt on the 
croſſe. The Chuch Theodoret in Pſ. 109. offers to God the Simbols of 
Chriſts body and. blood. T heſe Fathers indeed/(excepting Clemens ) 
are Poſterior to the 3d Century bur their faith is conſonant-to 
the faith 'of the Church in fornier ages, Hence 7uſtin Martir in 
. dial cum Triph. Pap. 101: edit Comelim, Chriſt commanded us to offer 
the bread of the Euchariſt,in recordationem paſſionis, in remembrance 
of his:Paſſton; /and Ireneus lib. 4. cap. 34. makes this diſparity 
betwixt the-Jewiſh and Chrittian Sacrifice, Species tantum mutate 
eſt,- the: 'change! 18-only- in the cnt ward. formes, bur: ſure:the 
Jewiſh Sacxtifices :werenot the real Sacrifice: of Chriſt; but. ire: 
rreſentatians-thereof; :conſequently :Zreneusi looked onthe eur 
chacilt' only:as a repreſentative Sacrifice. - tC SO1OF 
Fhirdly,/as the Euchariſt, ſo alfo Bapriſm. was called by the Fa- 
thers a Sacrifice, the moſt of the Fathers;plerique.antiquornnt,1f we 
may. credit: Medchior Cams tib. 1 2:toc;:com: c:13.p.\680:expound 
that ofthe Apoſtle Heb.10. . Tbere re dirs n0 more Sacrifice for fits, 
of Baptiſm. BurRomaniſts .will confeſs Baptiſm is no proper 
Sacrifice; why then.do they nor ſay the ſave of the Euchariſt. 
Fenrthly, as fathers ſay that Chriſt is'Sacrificed in theeuchariſt. 
ſo are they found ſaying that be dyes and Suffers -in that Sacra- 
ment- Hence Greg. is cired in.the os law by Gratien,: de con- 
ſecrgs. diſt. 2. cap.,73: quid fit, affirming that Jeſus dyes in the 
M m myſtery 
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miſtery of the-euchariſt. Will any Romaniſt ay,Chriſt proper: 
dies or Suffers either in Baptiſm or in che Euchariſt, Nay fays. , 
the Gloſs upon the laſt cited place, he is. ſaid to die quie- mors 
ejuz & paſſto repreſentantur, why then. do-they -not lay the ſatne 
concerning his Sactifice' ? And indeed if he'be properly ' Sacri-. 
ficed then muſt he alſo properly die and Suffer. _ 1 S113 19 #0 
Fifth, when Julian the Apoſtate-did ob)e& that Chriſtians had 
no proper Sacrifices Cyril-lib.9. cont. Ful, did admit they had only 
Spiritual Sacrifices, which he would never have yielded, if. he: 
had been of the Tridentin faith, that there.is a proper propiti- 
atory Sacrifice in the Maſs. i: | in DT Ott 
Six,this truth is ſo Juculent,that it hath extorted confeſſions 
fromeminent DoRors of the RomiſkChurch, that the Sacrament 
of the Supper is called a Sacrifice, becauſe in it the Sacrifice of 
Chriſt on the croſſe is commemorated, ſo Lombard lib. 4. ſent. 
dit. 12. Aquinas. part. 3. queſt; 83. art. t. Liranus in beb, 10. Piche- 
rel, difſert. de Miſſs- Barnefius in Catbolico Romano Pontif. ſe&. 7. to 
whom D. William Forbes, de Miſſa cap.1- adds Wicetius, Ferus, and 
divers others. FE | 
Seventhly and leftly, Romaniſts are ſo divided among them- 
felves touching this matter, that Malderus Biſhop of Antwerp, as 
cited by D. Will. Forbes, peg. 452, relates nine ſeveral opinions 
of Romaniſts, all which Metderus refutes, not excepting the o-. 
Pinion of Bel/earmin himſelf. And yet fays mine Author (who 
is known to have been no rigid Adverſary of Romaniſts) his 
own opinion was: nihito melior,, no whit ſounder then the reſt, 
By theſe conſiderations I hope the diſcreet Reader may be fati(< 
fied, that though-Fathers uſed the word Sacrifice, yet they 
meant only an Euchariſtick and commemorative Sacrifice.” ' 
. To the Teſtimonies therefore objze@ed by the Pamphleter, I 
anſyer in two words,'vis. That the firſt three, namely, from the 
Litnrgy of Fames,” Andrews Book, of the Paſſion, Clements Epiſtle 3. a 
alſo that from: Hippelitus de Anticbrifto are cenſtred as ſpurious, ſee 
Cocus'in Cenſur. pag.9.21:53.and 65. And: Rivet Crit. Sac. lib; x. 
cap.3.4+- and 8.'lib;2. eap.11. Yea, the faith of: Femes Liturgie is 
queſtioned by Bell. de ſcript. Eecleſ. an. 34. and lib. 4. de Euch. 
cap. 3. Andrews Book by Barrenius, Tom. 1. an. 44. Num. 42. 43. 
and an. 69. Num: 34. And Clements Epiſtles both by Bell. de ſcript. 
Ecclef. an. 92; and Burron, Tom. 2. an, 102. Num. rf 7. Secondly, 
chat the reſt of the teſtimonies from-Jgnetins, Ireneus, Tertul.Gec, 


are 


are only to be underſtood of Euchariftick, comthemorative, 
and Symbolick - Sacrifices, which might be confirmed by par- 
ticular arguments from the ſeveral! Authors, but I hope the 
premiſed conſiderations may. faffice.' Only left' any ſhould 
1magine That the word Meſs was known in the days of 7gnatins, 
hat which the Pamphleter renders out of him to ite 
a Meſs,in Ignatius Greek Epiſt. ad Smyrn. is $0» rxbir, which 
ſignifies only to celebrate a banquet. I may therefore here 
ſhut up with a new demonſtration of Popiſh Novelty. 
That. there is a why propiriatory Sacrifice in the 
Moſs, was lo eſſential of the Ancient Catholick Religion. 
Bur that there is a proper propitiatory Sacrifice iti the 
Maſs is an affential in the preſent Romith Religion. 
Ergo, There is an other effential in the preſent Romiſh 


Religion, which was not in the Ancient Catholick Re- 
| ligion. 
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of fourth Inftarte of N vel, Concerning Tranſ, ubftentiation,, 
| difcuſſ ed and ret orted upon omaniſi ST | | Fork 


He 'Pamphleter in his' fourth Inftance, faith, that Pro- 
1  teltants deny the real preſence and Trenſubſlentiation. And 
toward the cloſe of this fourth Inſtance, Pag. 145. he would 
ſneKingly infinuate, that their half Communions (which are (0 
palpable an innovation, that their. own Authors. cannot deny 
it) bad been approven by the Ancient.Church; To chis laſt Iſha 
have a niore fit occaſion to ſpeak inthe firſt appendix to this, 
Sef.7. And therefore at the time ſhall only examin that _of 
Tranſubftanriation. We deny not we ral preſence, nay, WE 
affirm that Chriſt is really exhibited to, believers in theuſe of 
the 'Sacrament. -That which- we deny is a Tranſubſtantiated 
preſence, ſo as the ſubſtance of: Bread and Wine are deſtroyed, 
a ſpeRer of accidents without. a SabjeR, remaining, and the 
body and blood of Chriſt- being ſubſtituted under the acci+ 
dents. In this weand not Romaniſts are conſonant to the 
Faith'of rhe Ancient Church, Hence Irentws, lib. 4.cap-34, 
the bread (after conſecration) & not now common broad, but an 
| M m 2 | " Euchariſt, 
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| Euchariſt, confiſting of -1wo things, the terrex, and the heavenly. Then 
in the Eucharift cwo' things are exhibited. to believers, the 
terren, viz, Bread and Wine, and the Heavenly, the body and 

lood of Chriſt. And therefore. the uſual Objedion which .the 
mphleter takes out of the ſame.cap., df. Irenew where the Father 

phar, x 4g aint Hereticks that Feſw is the Son of. the maker of the 

World, becauſe that bread upon which thanks 3s given, is the body of © 
the Lord, and that.cup his blocd, makes nothing for Tranſubitan- 
tiation, Nay it diſtroys it, Bread cannot be the body of Chriſt 
nor the cup his blood ina proper fenſe, brit in a figuracive, 
and the force of . renew argument appears to. be this, hie that 
inſtituted the creatures of Ged.as ſacredand exhibitive Sym- 
bols of his body and blood, muſt be the Son of God, Chriſt 
did {o, Ergo, XC. | | | 
 Tertwllian is no leſs luculent, lib. 4, Cont, Marcio. cap. 40. 
expreſly calling the Bread a figure of his body, and then 
drawes an argument againſt Marciox, and orher clereticks to 
prove that Chriſt had a true and real body, becauſe it could 
not be the figure of his body, if he had not a true body. 
Bur if Romiſh Dodtrine of Tranſubſtantiation were true, 
Tertull , could never have uſed a more unhappy argument 
againſt Marcjon, for if there be no-real bread in the Sacrament, 
but a Phantaſm of accidents without a ſubjeF, this had rather 
given advantage to Marcien, who affirmed Chriſt to have a 
Phanraſtical body.” Here I cannot but notice the prevarication 
of the Pamphleter, he mentions only theſe words of Tertull, 
the Bread taken and diftributed be made bis body, and then crys out, 
what more cleer for Tranſubſtantiation ? Bur had he noc mutilated 
Jertullians words, it would have Jppeared nothing could be 
more clear to overturn Tranſubſtantiation , for preſently 
Fertull, thus explains himſelf, hoc eff, fgura corporrs mez, thar is, 
this 3s, the fee of my_Body. Yea, Beatw, Rbenanw, in edmon. 
de Tertal, dogm. reckons, this as one of Tertulliens ſentiments, 
_ the body of Chrilt is only figuratively in the Fucha- 
riſt. 

By this alſo may be cleared, what the Phamphleter objetis 
out of /gnatius Epitt. ad wir rs. that the Saturnian Hereticks did 
rot admit of Eucharifts and oblations, becauſe they do not confeſs the 
Euchariſt to be our Saviours Fleſh. . For as. Spalat. lib. $. cop. 6. 


Nun. 151, well obſerves, though the Euchariſt be not pro- 
| perly 
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perly the Fleſh of Chriſt, yer being a! Symbol of his Fleſh;! 


it receives the denomination of the'thing ſignified, anc-frong-' 
ly proves that Chriſt' hath -real Fleſh and a-proper humane 
nature, which thoſe Hereticks denyed: They therefore fee- 
ing the firength of this Argument rejedted the Eucha- 
rift. | | MN 

I add another teſtimony of Tertullian lib. de anima. cap. 17. 
the ſenſes, ſaith he, are nct deceived about their own objetts, leſt thereby 
ſomething of advantage might bt yeelded to Hereticks, making but a 
Phantaſm of Chritt, &c. i'But according to the tener of Tran- 
ſubſtantiators [the ſenſes of all *the-World are ludified; with 
Tertullian accords Cyprian , who Epi(t. 76. calls the Bread the 
body ot Chriſt and rhe Wine his' blood, which were a mani- 
feſt falſhood, if not figuratively underſtood. So likewiſe 
Origen in Math. 15. that which is ſandified by the word of God. and 
Prayer, according 'to the material part of it; goes into the belly, and is 
ſent into the: draught. T defire to know by a Romaniſt, what is 
this material-part of. the' Sacrament 'which goes into - the 
draught, if the ſubſtauce of bread do not remain * when 
theretore Origen ;ſaith' we eat and drink} the body and blood of the 
Lord, in the place objefted by the Pamphleter, he can only be un- 
derſtood of: a Symbohcal and Myftical Eating and Drink- 
ing. 1119 4. Loold bag ybod od bis Pindond ofy 

With thoſe Fathers 'of-the firſt three ages, theſe of follow- 
ing times do agree'as appears by, Theod, dial. 1. where he 
ſays thet by the bleſſing of conſecration, the nature of the elements is 
not changed, but grace ad1ed unto nature, ux itiei]ar mhs Gincing 
quCzws, bus abide in their proper nature ſhape and figure, ſo much 
is athrmed by Gelafim Lib. de ditabus nat us Chrijti contra Eutych. 
&- Neſtor. in bib. pat. tom. 5. part. Z. So allo Auguſtin contre Adi- 
manium,' cap, 12. and the Author of the Books de ſacramentis 
going under the name of Ambroſe lib.4.cap.q. ut fint que erant, & 
in aliud convertantur, that they may be what they were, and be 
converted-into another thing. If they remain what they were, 
then ſure their converſion 4nto:another. thing, muſt be only 
Symbolical. A volume would hardly contain the- teſtimonies 
of this nature which may be heaped up. LN 

Scarce doth any: teſtimony remain obje&ed, by the adver- 
fary which we have not cleared oj the by, as we were bringing 
teſtimonies for the truth: - His ſpurious teſtimonies I value 


not, 
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not, and ſuch i5-not ohly that:from Deny's lib. de Eccleſ, Hiergych 
cap. 3. but alſo that from Cyprian .de cena domini, as is demon- 
ſtrated by Cricicks, and yer neither of them make for Tran- 
ſubſtantiation. Not the-firſt, or the .Pſexdo---Deny's exclama- 
tion, O d:viniſimum- ſacrementum;, Whither it: be taken with De; 
Morton, as a Rhetorical apoſtrophe'or with Spelat, as an inva-- 
cation of Chriſt himſelf, who is the thing ſignified in the 
Sacrament. Nor the other aſcribed to Cyprian, wherein the 
Elements are.ſaid to be changed,not- in ſhapegbut in nature, for nature 
1s not. taken for ſubſtance (elfe this ſhould be repugnant to the 
true Cyprian) but for the condition of theſe Elements, as when 
we ſay that:things are of different nature, ſome:common and 
prophane, others holy and Divine, in this ſenie the Elements 
after conſecration are changed in their nature, beginning then 
to be of holy uſe and Divine vertue, albeit Learned. Salmaſius 
in Simplicio Verino, Pag. 78. \\ufpedts that.teſtimqny-ro be vitis 
ared,and that it ought to'/he readinec | ſpecie,nec. xdturs; neither 
changed in ſhape,nor in nature, Romaniſts :have committed 
many {uch parricids on the writings of - Fathers, ſo that here 
alſo I may conclude with-a fourth demonſtration of Romiſh 
Novelty. Hh. KEEED #0 oh | 
That the ſubſtance of 'Bread and Wine are deſtroyed 
In the Euchariſt, and the body and blood of Chriſt are 
ſubſtituted in- their place, was no eſſential 'of - Faith in 
the firſt three ages. © But this is an eſſential of the pre- 
ſent Romith Faith, Ergo, &c. | \ 3:41.20 


WE Rane |» 3 Paws pays 
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A fifth znſtance of N ovelty, concernng Purgatory examined 
8nd Retorted, —_ 


Tr Pamphleter' im his fifth Inſtance faith, that Proteftants 
A deny Purgatory and Prayers for the dead, Where Sophiſti» 
cally he-throwes two Popiſh errors together. Well he knew 
that no ſolid teſtimony for Purgatory could be brought from 
the Church in the firſt three Centuries, therefore he adds to 
it,prayer for the dead, as if the Ancient Church had no other 
end in Praying for the dead, but to deliver them from the 

| rorments 
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rorments 'of Purgatory, which ſhall appear to be a manifeſt 
falſhood. _ + | 
Purgatory 1s '1n 


indeed an Article of the. Romiſh Faith, as ap- 
pears|by, the Couycil. of. Trent, \ſeſs. 6..can. 30. and ſeſs. 25. 
decren, de Purg;; and Bell. lib. 1.. de Purg. cap. 5. yea, ſo effential 
an Article..that, 7. C. adverlary to;the Arch. Biſhop of Cent. 
is bold to ſay, that weare under as much neceſlity to believe 
it, as the Trinity, or incarnation, nor 1s it wonder that they 
contead. ſo carneſtly for it. For as, Spalat. lib. 5. de repub. 
 Eecleſa rap. B., Sed. 73+ hath obſerved, it is the Dodrine which 
hath moſt enriched the Church of Rome. | But it is ag. far from: 
che Faith. of the Ancient Cariſtian Church in the firſt three- 
ages, as Hell is from Heaven. Is it not acknowledged by 
eminent Authors in the Romiſh Church, Reffenfis art. 18. cont. 
Lith. Polid. Virg. lib. 8. de invent. rerum cap. 1. Alphonſus a Caſtro - 
de here. lib-8. verb, indulg. and, ib, 12. tit, Purgatorium, that it 
was but Jately known. to the. Catholick Church, little or no 
mention of it made by Greek Fathers, and by the Letins them- 
ſelves received but by little and little. Yea, that to this day 
it is not believed by the Greek, Church. Doth not Sixtus-Sen- 
enſis lib. 6. annot. 259, confels- that, an apology written hy 
Marcus Metrop. of Epheſus was given into the Council of Babl, 
in name of the Greek Church, diſapproving the Dearine. of 
Purgatory. And among themſelves there are Authors of great 
Note, who have denyed Purgatory, ſuch-as Learned Picherel, - 
de miſſa cap. 2. Pag. 250. Barneſ. Cathol. Roman, Pacif.” Seft, 9, 
L. PD. ad finem, paral. . and doth. not: Thomas ab Albijs, in his 
xrafate.., de medio animarum- {tatu., ſtrike at the Foundation. 
of it ? If BELL 18 Erd% 355 
But to leave theſe, teſtimonies out of their own bowels, 
how far the Ancient Church was from believing Purgatory, 
to be an Article of Faith is copiouſly, and Learnedly demon- 
ſtrated by Dallens lib. 6. de penis & ſatisfas.. per totum.. . At the 
time let Cyprian ſutfice forall, 1ib. ad, Pemet, cym iſtbinc.exceſſum 
ſuerit, when. once we paſs, from this Life, #heve is no place for repen- 
rance, nor any effe of ſatisfaFjon, ſure then no Purgatory, and 
a little before, to the ſame Demet, he ſays thet when thy Life is 
finiſhed, ad eterne, vel mortis,vel immortalitatis boſpitia dividimu:, 
we are divided to the eternal dwellings. of death, or of .jm- 
mortality; where hg- acknowledges twa ſtates after this Life, 
ang. 


ITSTITESÞ; . | 
"> Rs | TA OILS I 
278 vets. 


and both theſe eternal, and in Serm. de lapſis, he exhorts him | 


that has ſinned to confeſs his ſin, dum in ſeculo eſt, while he is 
m this World, dum admitti confeſſio qus poteſt, dum ſatisfaQio & 
remiſio_fatia per ſacerdotern apud dominum gratis eff, where clearly 
he holds our, thar after this Life; neither confeſſion, nor fatif- 
fation :can be accepted of 'God, and in his excellent-ereatiſe 
de immortalitate, this is one of his chief arguments, whereby 
he encourages Chriſtians againſt the fear of death, becaufe. 
prefently atter death, they. are, inveſted with eternal Life, 
ejus eſt mortem timere, qui ad Chriſtum nolit ire, ejus eft ad Chriftum 
nolle ire, qui ſe non credat cum Chriſto jncipere regnare, if departed 
Saints begin to reign with Chriſt, hen {ure they are not thruſt 
down to torments equivalent to the torments of Hell, - © 

Bur did nor the Ancient Church pray for the dead ? Anſw;, + 
Irs granted ſhe did, but nor fora liberation 'from torments; 
under which ſhe ſuppoſed them to be- preſently ſmarting, as 
do Romanitlts, and therefore from theſe Prayers, nothing can 
be concluded for Purgatory. The Ancient Church in their 
Prayers for the dead did pray for Martyrs, Apoltles, Patri- 
archs, Prophets, the Virgin Mary, and for all the- faichful, as 
appears from Epiphanius hereſ. 75. and from the Liturgies chat 
go under the names of Fames, and of Chryſojtom, 'in bib. pat. 
tom. 2. greco---latin, and from the Liturgy of the Churches! of 
Epypt, attributed to Bafil, Greg, Nazianzen, and Cyril, -in bib. 
par. tom. 6. edit. 4. Cyprian - likewiſe lib. 4. Epiſt: 5. affirms, they 
offered for the Martyrs who bad received Palmes and Crowns, Many 
more teſtimonies may be brovght, but I ſum up all'in that 
teſtimony of ' Auttin lib. de cura promortuu cap. 4 who affirms 
that Prayers were made for all that dyed in the Catholick Faith: See- 
ing therefore the Ancient Church -prayed for thoſe, who by 
the confeſſion of all were not in torment, but'in a bleſſed Nate; 


che ſcope of their Prayers was not for deliverance from the 
wrments 0f Purghroſy.®: > o02 3 (9558 03 wk yo 19261 
_ If any aske; for whar then did they pray for the: dead, Belt: 
is conſtrained to afford 'tts an'anſwer;'for when he'had obje&ted 
to himſelf, lib. 2. de Purg, cap. 5. how ih the Maſs for the dead 
th-y pray, that the Souls of the faithful may be delivered from the 
pains of Hell,” from the deep lake, from the mouth of the Lyon. he 
anſwers, 'that although the Souls of rhe faithtul at their par- 
gicular judgment have received a ſentence, whereby 'they-are 
delivered 


- Body,-and that the Prayers ofthe Miſfal 


i EE AR PA BEOY TE a a Hs Az X 
wy j; 4 bY v - Ib. * » A Ry 
DT 18% wx/'S. x. 
L Py _- Bt 
\% 


_ of. ad oe 8 <2" cat ES 8 
pits RF et Jag me * Wk 2 INC «58 
62 RED PE NES I ATTY $3 SN en LT RISES : 
— ORR OI Ry OE BCT oS: = 5 IR IT IO Bea 
L s M6! 8 Pod ENG - 
A Jug - . - 
v F : - 
«4 ry wo ya % F : 
= -” 
$ v3 T, mn 
* | | 4 * 
Y, 
b, x pt ” $ oi - » p 
v _ 
— ' 4 \ CY - 
Y : - I C7 ">. - 


- where they are:to receivea ſolemniſentence bothas to-Souland 
o:relateto'that laft 
NEence. Ot 1 | me:may be:ſaid-to have been 
the ſcope of the Prayers of the ancient Church. -; : ©. .; - 


ſentence.of the; great--day;.'the: ſame may. 


q q 


LY 


Church had no reference to Purgatory. It would be _remem- 
bred,-that;among ancient Chriſtians there were divers Errors 
concerning the ſtate of the departed, now juſtly diſowned both 
by-Proteſtants and: Papiſts, 'which:might; have given occaſion 
to theſe Prayers, /as/firſt, many of them were of opinion, that 


though all the Souls of the Faithful were. in raul, ina bleſſed. 


reſt,' yet they were not admitted ro the Beatifick Viſion before 
- theday of Judgment.” Hence Sixtus Senenfis, hb, 6, Bibl. Annot. 
345.: to, prove that: many: utthe ancient Church were ſmitten 
- with this Errors. he: not; 'only adduces teſtimonies from ſeveral 
particular Authors, ſuch as Zreneus; Juftin, Tertul, Origen, LaHan- 
tous, Prudentius, Ambroſe, &c,;; but alſo the form of Prayer for the 
_ dead, in Fames Liturgy. 2+ Many: were of opinion, that all 
were to paſs through a'fire of Purgatory at the great day. 
Yea, 3dly, ſome were of opinion, that by the Prayers of the liv- 
ing, the pains of: the Damned; were eaſed; ;:among whom were 
Chryſoftom and Prudentius, &c.' of which fee Sixtus Senenfis; lib. 6. 
 Annot. 47. I ſhould not willingly mention theſe- miſtakes and 
errors of Fathers, d1d not the importunity of Romaniſts con- 
ſtrain me to diſcover the miſapplications-which are made of. 
their Prayers to Purgatory. + But generally they believed; that 
the Souls of thefaithful at the'prefent were ix requie, aud. there- 
fore Tertul, {ib,-de Patiemia., accounteth it-an injury to Chriſt to 
judge, that the: Souls of departed Saints are 4n a ſtate to be pi- 
tied, theſe miſtakes of Ancients, being now through the mercy 
of God cleared, | there is no reaſon to aUmit the ſuperiruRure 
built thereupon. ne Sf 242 01. 110Gb ov 
. I cannot. but add what: learned Dallee hath obſerved; lh. 6. de 


Denis O\Jatisfad, cap. 2. thatamong:all the Teſtimonies which | 


Bell. hath muſtered 'up for Prayers forthe Dead, there is none 
brought from the real writings of any Fathers, who.died be- 
fore the beginning of the 3d Century,and tiierefore)udiciouſly 
concludes, that:ſeeing there is no mention of them; either by 
Meſes, or the:/Prophets, or by: Chriſt and the Apoſtles, or by-the 
Fathers, who immediately a to.them, as Ignatius, tre- 

pg n Heats, 


But yet further,-to.clear:that/ the: Prayers; of. the ancient 


p 34S "I" Te" wa 23K woe TERRIER en gt £ 
SD? © IM EM ag OT ad 2 Es SY I PB He > MR 
. FP SD . 4 Fo] vo 
% . C 3. Y 
+ 
' 


Fn AS 
+ " 


- " {'S * 5 T 
: FF EARL: \ x > ; 
; ' 65's » a s - Way * , 
\ $0. » - ” LT” % RA n > | 7 1 - 5 ** 
wh q or < TOE ages OS BENE 2 3 EIS. PE xe A EAT Ss | , 
Fi, i «- © I £ 21 \ > oat : 0, ; | 4 ©”, , 
"7  celivered Irom hell, yet-there.remaifs gence! Judgment, 
og 


——_ IJ EE ſe 5534 heh " " _—_ ” 
. ARS 44 . ICS. tabs radi WEE Cr >. : 'N dn, he 4, ha + ts ny —”- EO a MMR Lo ©; Os _ 4 
rap Ed we el a OE LL.) «BF AE A POR LIED IO ET, Fr ES STR Eee Cre tel oa es oh 4 
: 6 : ©# { , q 4 [ 4 - Jos Wo #4 c109 WL v8 $2; NF" 5.00 "as oth Cas a 
, : - U f . j Prune” 3 © * % 
* - F S's ” 'C ”> 
A 3 [ 4 C \ N : ms 4 k ; Ky x 6 # py 
. , F, A 4 - ad 
. ' 
* # " 
T ” 
_—— A * * . , 
J : * t 
Pe EF a 
4 _ 
4 , 


_neus, Or Juſtin Martyr, that upon the forementioned accounts 
chey have been introduced into the Church towards the end 
of the 2d Century, but without any intuition to Purgatory, 
Had they-been then deſigned for Purgatory,. how came it that 
the Fathers never once gave this as the rea(on'of theſe Prayers ? 
When Epiphanius was demanded by Aerius, for 'what end Prayers 
were put up for the Dead, it had been caſte to have anſwered, 
that it-was for the deliverance of Sonls out of Purgatory ? But 
he brings other reaſons, and has nothing to that purpoſe, 
which is a clear” demonſtration;: that he'was not of 'the preſent 
Romiſh Faith concerning Purgatory, ' And ſurely its built 
upon moſt abſurd Principles, ſuch as 1. the diſtin&ion of ſins 
Venial and Mortal, as if ſome ſins of their own nature did not 
deſerve everlaſting puniſhment. 2dly, That when God for- 
gives fin, he forgives not all the puniſhment thereof. 3dly, 
That Chriſt has not ſatisfied Juſtice fully for our fins, ſeeing 
we muſt in part ſatisfy our ſelves for them. : 

The teſtimonies cited by the Pamphleter, having been often 
cleared by Proteſtant Authors, I ſhall ſpeedily diſpatch them, 
and firſt many of them, as ſrom Denys de Hierarch. cap. 7. Clements 
Conſjiit, and Epiſtles, aud Fames Liturgie are ſpurious, and yet make 
nothing for the purpoſe. Learned Dalleus de Pſeudepigraphis 
ApoRtslicis, hath not only proved againſt Jeſuite Twryian and 
Bovius by Armies of arguments Clements couſtitutions to be ſpu- 
rious, but alſo lib, I. cap. 1. ſhews them to be held as ſuch by 
moſt learned Romanitſts, Bell. Barron. Perron. Margarinus de la 
Bigne, Albaſpineus, Petavius, &c. to whom afterwards he adds 
Pope Gelafius, and lib. 2, ca: I7. he makes it probable that theſe 
conſtitutions were compiled by ſome Impoftor, towards the 
end of the Fifth Century. However, theſe writings attributed 
to Clemens, Denys, and Fames, ſpeak of Prayers for them, who un- 
doubtegly are in a bleſſed Eſtate, and therefore not for thoſe, 
who labour in the flames of Purgatory. Hence Clemens lib. 8. 
conſtitut. cap. 41. pro quiſcentibus in Chriſto fratribus oremus; and in 
the Licurgy aſcribed to James, animas beatas requieſcere faciat Do- 
ninus, and again, Prayers are put up for all the faithful from 
Abel the juſt, unto this day. Conſequently either none were ina 
bleſſed Riate or their prayers are put up for ſuch. In the citation 
of Origen, he diſcovers little either of wit or honeſty. For who 
knows not that Origen was condemned, not only by Epiphaxius 
Epiſt. ed Joan. Hieroſ, Hierom, ad Pammech,Auſtin,Hereſ.4.3. a_ | 

. de 


_ Roniſo/ Novel wn 
_ deCiv, Dei. lib.21. cap.17. but alſo by the 5th OectmenickCouncil, 
yea, and by Bell, himſelf lib.1. de purg.cep.2.as maintaining there 
were no pails after this life but only Purgatory pains, and aſ- 
ſerting that there ſhall be an end of the pains, both'of Devils, 
and wicked men, and our Pamphleter. had ' not ſo much judg- 
ment, as to obſerve that Origen aſſerted this his Hereſie in the 
teſtimony cited by him, Ut efficiantur omnes aurum purum, that all 
may become pure gold, ſhall Jude, ſhall Cain, ſhall devils at length 
become pure gold? as for Tertull. in his book de coron. militis, he 
ſpeaks only of prayer for the dead, which how it was uſed by 
the Ancient Church, I have already told, and in bis book de 
anims cap. 58. he makes mention indeed of a carcer infernj, but 
eruly means no Pufgatory, but only the common receptacle of 
Gints, untill the day of judgment, for a litle before cap. 55. he 
clears himſelfſaying, conflituimus omnem animam apud inferos ſe- 
queſtrari in diem domini, and there upon Bell. concluds him to be 
one of thoſe, who mantained the ele& were not admitted to the 
beatifick viſion, untill the day judgment, and the rather he calls 
ita Carcer, for according to his Chiliaſt fancy, he thought not 
that all ſhould riſe alike, but ſome ſooner, ſome latter, accord- 
ing to their degrees of fins or graces. 

From Cyprian he cites that commonly obje&ted Place,ex Epiſt. 
ad Anton. its one thing to be amended for fins by long grief, and to by 
purged with fire a long while, another to have purged away all fins bC 
ſuffering Martirdome, but this nothing concerns Purgatory. - As 
not only our divines, but ſome of there own alſo,asRigaltius and 
Albaſpineus have ſhowed, that Cyprian is there only ſpeaking of 
the ſeverities of diſcipline, which the /apſi under went in order 
to pardon, and comparing them with' the felicity where of 
Martyrs after death are poſſeſſed. That purging fire is the 
ſeverity of Church diſciplin, which in primitive times was very 
long drawn out, neither needs it ſfeeme ſtrange to any, that its 
compared to a fire ſeeing Hierom diſcribing the penitentiall ex- 
erciſes of Fabiola, Epitaph, fab..ad Oceanum ſaies, Sedit ſuper Car< 
| bones ignis hi fuerunt in 4djutorium,and Pope Siricius in epitt,ad Him= 
mer calls perpetual} repentance; pierificatorium penitudinis ignem, 
the purging fire of Repentance, and that this is the genuine 
ſcope of Cyprian, might be confirmed from the ſeries of his dif- 
courſe, but who deſires farther fatisfa&tion, I remit them 'to 
Dalleus de penis & ſatis{q6, hb. 4. cap. 10 
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ſpeaks to'this| purpoſe;abotit.the end of the fourth, or be- 
ginning, of 'the fifth Century, bur ſire it is, Xuſtin concluded 
nothing dogmatically im this matter, as may appear, by his, 
non: redarguo,' quia forfiten verum eft, lib. 21. de crv. det cap; 26, 
That which is here objeed from "him in Pſ. 37: is ro be under- 
| ſtood: of the exploratory fire at the great day, as appears by a 
like difcourſe of Auftin on a paralel penitential, Pſalm, viz. 
Pſalm, 6.: where he expreſly reſtriqs his ſpeech to the day of 


—_ none of theſe Authors which the Pamphleter has 
gathered up implicitly from his maſters, dg favour his cauſe, 
yet I confefs he wants not patrons for his Purgatory, and ſome 
of them very Ancient. viz, dryer. wt he.might truely 
have cited Lines out of Virgil, Claudian, &c. Yea, and per- 
haps from 'the -Zurkiſh Alcoren, and the Fewiſh Talmud, from all 

- which Bellarmin is not aſhanied to argue, lib. 1. de Purg. cap. 11. 
we de not envy them theſe heathniſh; and Infidel abettors. 
Our Learned Countrey man, Dr. Forbes of Corſe, lib. 13. inflru@. 
Hiſt. Theol. cap. 1. after a paralel betwixt the Romiſh Par-. 
gatory, and the old dreams of Platonick Philoſophs, Monenu 

. and Origen, eoncluds,' they have borrowed ſomething - from Origen, 
more from Montanus, but moſt of all from the Platonifts; I conclude 
with that of Aaftin lib. 1.' de pecc. merit. & remiſs. cap. 28. non: 
eft logus -medius,ut poſſit eſſe nifi cum diabolo, qui non eſt cum Chriſto, 
and the Author Hypog. (ib, 5. Tertium ignoramus, nes in ſcripturis 
znvenimus , hence” emerges a fifth demonſtration of Romiſh 
Novelty: TRTLAD | | | 
That the Souls of the faithful undergo Purgatory 
- Pains after this Life, was no eſſential of rhe Chriſtian 
Faith in the firſt three ages. But it is an eſſential of the 

- preſent Romiſh Faith, Ergo, &c. | 


SECT. VI 


4 ſixth inſtance of Novelty, concerning invocation of Saints, 
examined and retorted upon Romanifis, © 

T* Pamphleter in his fixth Inſtance, faith, that Proteſtants 

'£ Xeny invocation and Honouring of Saints, where he bewrays 
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 Romifh\ Novell; $555 
- . either grofs ignorance; or fo much diſingenuiry, as to verify 
- -1n” himſelf his other” Apocryphal Text, quod interiora ejus fint 
'* plena dolo, for though Proteſtants deny invocation of departed 
Saints, yet they acknowledge they ought to be honoured, 
They cordially homologate that ot Auſtin de vera relig, 6ap. 55, 
bonorandi ſunt propter imitationem , non 'adorandi- propter Religio- 
nem. i | Ls Ha | 
It will prove an hard province to all the Romaniſts of the 
World, to produce one anthentick Inſtarice for invocation of 
Saints within the firſt three ages, either from Canonical or 
extra---Canonical Authors. For as to Canonick Writers, 
Eccixs' a violent Romaniſt, i# Euchirid, cep.. 15. acknowledges 
| hat there is no explicite command tor .invocation of Saints, 
either in the Old or New Teſt. And for extra---Canonical 
Authors Sixtus Senenfis, lib." 6. Bibl. annot. 345. reckons out 
many in the firft three ages, Ireneus, Juftin Martyr, Tertul. Cle- 
mens Romanus, and Origen, to whom in after times, he adds 
Latjantius, Vigorinus, Prudentius, Ambroſe, Ehryſojt. Yea, and Pope 
Fobn the 22, maintaining, that Saints do not enjoy the beati- 
fick viſion before the reſurrefion of the laſt day, and though 
he hint at*a-piteous evaſion to draw ſome of their words 
another way, yet the evidence of truth makes him acknow- 
ledpe, that all their words could not bear ſuch an interpreta- 
tion, Conſequently thefe could not maintain a proper invo- 
cation of. departed. Saints, this beihg the reaſon why Bel: 
lib. 1. de beat Sang. cap. 20.' conchuds, that Saints under the Old 
Teſtament were not invocated becauſe they were not yet admitted to the 
beatifick, viſion, * Did not the Fathers of thoſe ages explicitly 
reje& invocation of Angels, as ' /reneus lib. 2. cap. 25. reckon- 
' ing invocation of Angels, and incantations together, as things 
not praiſed by the Church. And Origen /ib. 5, cont Celſum &r 
lib. 8. ſays that our Prayers are to be offered up to God alone* by bis 
only begotten Son, and why Angels are not to be invocated, he 
brings diverſe reaſons. How is it that in the excellent traQtats 
concerning Prayer, written by Tertul. and Cyprian, there is na 
mention of invocation of Saints? How is it that in all rhe 
Sermons of Origen there are no ave Maries or invocation of Saints 
recommended * Do not Romiſh - Catechiſts in expounding 
the firſt command, labour to reconcile their invocation of 
Saints: with the prohibition of that command, but Origen » 

- is: Exo8. 
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Exod. bomil. $.. though he prolixly treat of that: command, . 
makes no mention of invocation of Saints. Are not theſe 
evidences, that invocation of Saints was not then in faſhion? 
Do not the Fathers'of thele ages define Prayer to be direfted 
to God alone? So Tertul. de orat. cap. 1. O. 9, apol, cap, 30. 
Fren, lib. 1. cap. 32. cap. 35. lib. 2. cap. 17. Origen cont. Celſum 
lib. $. & lib. 8. and after them Athanafſins orat. 4, cont, Arriaenos, 
Well did Ambroſe expreſs the ſenſe of the Church de obit, 7heod; 
Tu Domine ſolus invocandus es, ſhould not the argument of Athan- 
afins orat. 4, cont Arrianos concluding the deity of Chriſt, be- 
cauſe he was invocated be very inconſequent, if the inyoca- 
tion of Saints had been: judged lawful. When. in the fourth 
Century invovation of Saints began to creep in, was it not 
doubted if departed Saints knew particularly the affaires of 
the living. Hence Nazianzen's, & Tis aio ors, orat. 3. and os 
viper Orat, funeb, in laudem Baſilii, Hierom in Epitaph. Nepotiani, non 
audit quicquid dixero, Ambroſe, de obitu Satyri, cum quo loqui non 
poſſumus, &c. How could they then hold it as an Article of 
Faith, that Saints are to be invocated ? Did not the Council of | 
Laodicea can. 35. condemn expreſly the invocation of Angels ? 
Is it not a notorious impoſture of Romaniſts, to ſubſtitute for, 
Angelos, either in the Title, Text, or Margin, Angulos, as is ob- 
- ſerved to be done by Caranze, Grab, Binnius, Caniſius. Is not that 
Canon commended and the worſhip of Angels condemned by 

Theodoret in cap. 2. ad Coloſs, | 
' Doth not the Pamphleter bewray how deſperat his cauſe is, 
when all the teſtimonies he brings, are either ſpurious or im- 
pertinent. Theſe from Denys de Hierarch cap. 7. Clements Apoſt, 
conſtut. Coraelins 1. Epiſt. and Origens Lament. are all ſpurious, 
and moſt of them quite impertinent. That of Clement (which 
ſhould have been cited, bb. 5.cap. 7.) ſpeaking only of Honour 
due to Saints, that of Cornelius (which not only Cocus in cenſurs 
Pag. 36. has demonſtrated to be ſpurious, but alſo, as Bar- - 
ronins ad an. 221.n. 6. confelles, won eff perinde explorate fidei) 
of the interceſſinn of Saints, neither of which are denyed. 
Who may not ſee a vaſt difference. betwixt interceſſion, and 
invocation? Saints in time do intercede. for the Church, and 
ſure their charity being inlarged in Heaven, they ceaſe not to 
intercede for her. But the Queſtion is, if we be to invocate 
them Religiouſly, or if they know all the particular yo 4 
| ouls 
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Souls 6n Earth. This is more then will be proven, either by 
. Scripture, or primitive Antiquity. That lamentation or peni- 
tential. of Origen, is declared apocryphal by Pope Gelafius, wit- 
neſs Barron. ad an, 253. #.118, Concerning that of Denys lib, 
de hierarch Eccleſ. cap, 7. it hath oft been cold Romaniſts, par- 
eicularly by Dr. Will. Forbes controv. 3. cap. 3. Pag. 308. By 
Dalleus lib. 1 .de objeQ.cultus religioſ. cap. 8. and by Dr. Fern in bis 
anſwer ts Scripture miſtaken, Se. 2. pag. 262, That it is ſpoken 
of the Prayers of the living for the dead, not of Prayers to 
the dead, and cannot but be obvious to any that have read 
the Book it ſelf He cites Cyprian lib. 4. Epijt. 9. ſpeaking of 
the commemoration of the ſufferings of Martyrs, but Cyprian 
has nothing to that purpoſe in that Epiſtle ? Only he vindi- 
cates himſelf from ſome calumnies to Florentius , Pupianus , 
indeed lib. 3. Epift. 6. he ſpeaks of the memories of the Mar- 
tyrs, but what is that to invocation ?. The ſ{utferings of Mar- 
tyrs were commemorated, to excite the living to follow their 
footſteps, but not for invocation. Might he not have Learned 
from Auſtin lib. 22. de Civ. dei Cap. IO, Martyres nNominari 101 
invocari, that Honourable mention is made of them in the 
publick ſervice of the Church, but not invocated. 

None of the teſtimonies alleadged for invocation, or ado- 
ration of Saints have a ſhaddow of Pertinency, but that of 
Tuſtin Martyr. apol. 2. and that is an egregious impoſture, and 
o long agoe diſcovered, that Cardinal du Perron in his large 
diſpute concerning invocation of Saints with King Fames the 
ſixth is aſhamed to alleadge any thing out of Juſtin Martyr, 
But this Simpleton ſcrapes out any thing he finds in Bel. Its 
objetted therefore by Bel. lib. de beat Sand, cap. 13. that Fuftin 
Martyr Apol. 2. taught that Chriſtians did worſhid God the Father, 
- and the Son, and the whole hoſte of goed Angels, and the holy Ghoſt, 
could there be a greater indignity done to this holy Father, 
and Martyr, then to make- him aſcribe the ſame Religious 
worſhip to Angels, which is given to the Father, Son, and 
holy Ghoſt? Are not Papiſts themſelves aſhamed to be ſo groſs, 
and ſhall we beleeve, that in enumerating: the objefts of wor- 
ſhip, Fuffin would have put Angels before the holy Ghaſt ? 
- Doth not the ſame Fuſtin expreſly affirm a little after Pag: 150. 
o3gy 212 688 word me90xreuty, Wherefore we worſhip God alone. 
If then it be asked, what Fuftin Martyr ſays, in the PREngy 

| : Jetted, 
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efted>-Anſwer,” 7aftinifays.only, »tharwe-worthi 

ard rhe Son "(who teaches the 'whole hoſte of *go0d) Angels) 
and the:holy Ghoſt, ſo Fuftin makes only God! the Father, So! 
and holy Ghoſt;:the obje& of adoration; aiid' Angels only are 
ſaid to be taught by rhe Son of: God. Yet the Cardinal-is hot. 
aſhamed ro. impoſe that tblaſphemy on Juſtin Marr, as if tie | 


: ww * 
I, 


had aflerted / Angelsſhould-be adored, wich the Father; Son, 
and holy Ghoſt, whom” this -Pedantick- Pamphleter- follows, 
Thatthis'is the genuine ſenſe of Fuſtin; any may ſee, by : look- 
ing onthe Text of Fuſtin Pag. 45. edit Comelin, and the verſion 
of Langus a Popiſh Author, who has rendred the words of Juſtin 
in Latin, as I have Engliſhed them, and*yer further this may- 
be confirmed, ſeeing Pag. 47. where 7uftin is again diſcribing | 
the objef of adoration, we..worſhip'ſays he, firſt the Father, . 
ſecondly the Son, and thirdly the holy Ghoſt without any 

mention of Angels at all. © [ | | 

- How much Romaniſts. have wrangled with their own con- 
ſciences in this matter of invocation of Saints, may appeary 
when their Jeſuit Suarez in defenſ, fid. cathol, lib, 2, cap. 9. n.21: 
_ acknowledges, that Chriſtians may be ſaved though they do not inve- 
cate Saints, and Cardinal Perron declared to Iſaac Caſaubon he bad 
never all. bis time invocated Saints, except he bad fallen tobe at @ pro- 
ceſſion, then he 'had faid with the multitude ora pro nobis, and 
Wecel, in methodo concordie as cited by Dr. Will. Forbes Pag, 285, 
wiſhed that invocation of Saints might not be beld as an Article of 
Faith, : Yea, Rivet, in his animadyerſions, upon Grotins Notes 
on Caſſanders Conſultation. 'art. 21, brings in Wicelius utterly 
condemning invocation of departed Saints, as injurious to 
God and our Saviour Chrift Jeſus. And many of their Do@ors 
have denyed invocation to be an AA of Religion, as Thomas 2. 
2, q. BI. art. 1. Vaſq. in3, -part. tom, 1. diſp. 98. cap. 1. and 
V alent, lib. 3, de Idol. cap. 7. Yet Bell. lib. 1, de beat Sand in ord, 
diſp. will. have it eximiuyn adoretionis genus. How in the Roman 
Church the adoration of Chriſt is obfcured' by the invocation 
of the Virgin Mary, and of other.Saints, may be ſeen in Caſ- 
ſander in defenſ. libelli de officio viri pii. Pag. 849, and $50: edit. 
pariſ. 1616. and in conſult.de merit. & interceſs, Sand. ſeeing they 
are invocated with more confidence then Chriſt himſelf, neque 
id 2 vulgs tentum imperito fattitatum eft, (faith he) ſed & Doforin 
etiam ſcriptis & concionibus cemprobatum, do thy not thus prays 
| | ora 
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impere Redemptori, Yea, not on | 
Saints recorded. in Scripture, but. alſo Saints of their. own 
canonization. Doth not Bell. lib, de beat Sand. cop. 8. affirm 
it to bE the common opinion that this .power of canonization 
does appertaln to the Pope, and ce. 9. that thofe whom tre 
Canonizes without doubt are to be worſhipped, Yet have they 
neither Scripture, nor Antiquity for this. Yea, this being a 
matter of fa& according to their own principles, the Pope 
may ſurely erre _thereinz. And Conſequently they may pray 
to damned reprobats, in ſtead of Saints, as Caſſaxd. in Conſult. 
de Ven, Relig. tells how the bones of a robber were adored, 
inſtead of the reliques of a Saint. This might afford us, n 
axed demonſtration of the Novelty of the preſent Romiſh 
Re | 10N. E . : : 

, That Saints are to be invocated being an Article of the 

preſent Romiſh Religion. But not of the Ancient Chriſti- 

an Religion in the firſt three apes. 


{00 they. invocate and adore 
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A Seventh Taſtance of Novelty, concerning Croſies and Imas 
ges, examined and retorted, 


He Pampbhleter in his ſeventh Inſtance faith , Proteffants 
& deny the uſe of the Croſs and Images. Have Jeſuits loft all 
ſhame with their ingenuity ? How groſly is chis queſtion milſ- 
ſtated ? Do Proteſtants deny the uſe of Images and croſfes ? 
May not Images be ſeen dayly adorning the walls. of- their 
houſes? I had thought: that Campian the Jeluit and Garnet - 
Provincial-of their order in England, found the Proteſtants Go 
not altogether. diſallow the uſe of Crofſes. - = 
” Kyow-therefore its -the Religious adoration of Imapes , 
and Crofles, which we condemn. In this we have the full 
conſent of Scriptures, and of Antiquity. Nay I appeal all 
the generation of Jeſuits to- produce one Inſtance of the Re- 
ligions adoration, either of Images, or Crofles within 300. 
Years after Chriſt, for this Pamphleter has brought none. 
Did not all the Fathers pf theſe times, particularly w__ 
| O o | iÞ. 
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lib.5, cap. 3. Pap. 478. 479. edit Pariſ, 1545, Juſtin Martyr, 
@þol. 7, Pag. 49. 5o. edit Comelin 1593, the Church of -Smyrra 
z1 Euſeb, lib. 4, cap. 15. Theopb. Antioch. lib, 2, & lib. 3. ad Antol. 
tom. I. bib: pat. edit. 2. Clemens Alex. lib. 6. Strom. Tertul. apol, 
cap. 17. & in Scorp. cap. 4. Origen Contra Celſum lib. 4, homil. 3o. 
in Luc, Cyp.Epijt. 56+ ad Pleb. Thib, affert that God alone is to be 
worſhipped, and Conſequently neither Croſs, nor Image ? Are 
not Romiſh inquiſitors fo'offended with ſuch like affertions 
in Fathets, that Berkard de S#ntoval Spaniſh inquiſttor, as 1s 
noted by Dallens lib. 2. de objets eultus relig. cdp. 2. hath bloted 
out of Athanaſint his Index thefe words, which had heer taken 
from his orat. 3. contra Arrian. adorav; ſolius deieſſe? Was not 
this one of the great objetions of the Heathens againſt An- 
cient Chriſtians, that they ufed no Images in their worſhip, 
as is to be ſeen in Origen cont. Celſam lib. 8, Minut. itt Octavio, 
Armbius cont. Gentes lib, 6? Do not the latter Jews ſince the 
Chriſtian Church was corrtpted by Image worfhif, upbraid 
Chriſtians therewith ? There was a famaus dialogue Written 
a little before the ſecond Council of Nice, as is retated A&. 5. 
En which a Jew ts brought 1n, thus ſpeaking to a Chriſtian, 
Scandalizor in vos, Cbriſtiani, quia Inagines adorati. Iam offen- 
ded at you Chriftians, becauſe 'you worſhip Images. Whence 
iS if, that the Fathers of the firft three Centuries, who diſputed 
with the Fews, ſuch as Juſtin Martyr in dial. cum Tryphone and 
Tertul lib.cont. Fudeos met with no ſuch crimination from them, 
but becauſe there was no Image worſhip in the Church in thoſe 
days? Do not the Fathers of thoſe ages expreſly condemn 
Image worſhip, and'croſs worſhip ? Hence Tertak apol. gap. 12: 
we do not worſhip ſtatues, and Images like unto-the dead, 
whom they repreſent, and which Birds-and Spiders underſtand 
well enough to be dead things. Origen lib. 7. contra Celſum, 
its impoſſible that he who knows God, ſhould be a worſhipper 
of ſtatues, Minit. Felix is Ofavio, cruces nec colimus; nec optamns, 
we neither worſhip croſſes, nor defire them. Arnobius hb. 6. 
cont. Gentes reckons it a moſt abſurd thing, oper a deo ſperare, 
& ad effigiem nullius ſenſus deprecari. LafGantins lib. 2. Fuftitut. 
cap. 2. holds it madneſs to worſhip Images, and to Image wor- 
ſhippers applys that of Perfius. O carve in tewus anime & ce- 
leftium inanes. Did not that Ancient Council of Eliberi can. 36. 
decree that Piurs ought not to be in the Chugch ? Yea, were 
Fi not 
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not the Fathers. of thoſe times (o far from Imige worthip, 
\ thatdiverſe of them did condemn the art of Painting Images, 
and graving ſtatues ? Tertul. alleadges lib. de 7dol. cap. 3. tie 
Devil to be the inventor of them: they were alſo diſallowed 
by Clemens of Alexandria protropt Pag. 41. and Strom lib. 6, Pag. 
$37. edit Lutet, 1629, and by Origen lib, 4. com. Celſum. 1 ant 
not juſtifying their opinion in this. Dr. Fer. 7 aylour puts ſome 
faire Gloſs upon it, in du@. dub, lib, 2, cop. 2. Pag, 345. 346, 
but had Images been as frequent in the Chriſtian Church then, 
as now in the Romith, 18 it like thoſe Fathers would have con- 
demned the yefy painting and Ratuary arts? Should any do 

| ſo now among Romanifts, how would the Vatican thunder 
anathema's againſt them ? Many more evidences could be 
brought that the Catholick Church in the firft three ages, was 
a ſtranger to the now Image worſhip of Romanifts, let theſe 
for the time ſuffice. F 
Only I muſt remember the Reader of the ſubdivifions of 
Romauiſts tonching this thing, Some as Dwand and a Caſtro 
deny the Image in it ſelt at all to be adored, but the Prototype 
before the Image, but theſe are backed with a very ſmall train, 
and generally diſallowed. Others therefore on the contrary 
hold that they are to be adored with the ſame worſhip with 
the Prototype, for this Bell. lib, 2. de Imag, cap. 20. cites Aquinas, 
Bonaventure, Cajetan, Marſilius, Almainus, Carthuſianus, Capreolus, 
hec ſententie, ſaith Azor Part. 1. Moral. lib.'9. cap. 6.” communi 
theologorum conſenſu eſt recepta., According to thefe Images of 
Chriſt, and the croſs are to be adored with Latrie, of the Vir- 
gin, with Hyperdulze, and of ordinary Saints, 'with du{ie,' There 
be a third ſort, who ſay Images are to be adored witb an 
inferiour kind of Religious worſhip then the Prototype, yet ſuch 
as analogically befongs fo the ſame Species, thus Beff. Perron; 
Catharinus, &c. accorGing to theſe, the Images of Chriſt are to 
be adored with Latrie, yet not fimply ſo called, but analogi- 

' cally. What ſhall the ignorant multicude do, when their 
Doors are no leſs divided then the builders of Babel ? How 
can. they. underſtayud what an analogical'Latrie and dulie'is ? 
Much wiſer was the Heathen Farro, who in Arg. lib. 4.-de civ, 
dei cap. 31. teſtifies, that the Ancient Romans about 170. years wor= 
ſhipped the Gods without an Image, adding, quod fi adhuc manſ(ſſet, 
cattius obſervareatuy dii, which obſeryation of Verrs is commen= 
ded by Auguſtin. OQo 2 As 
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As for the Pamphleters: teſtimonies for croſſes and Images, 
diverſe of them are ſpurious, yea and fabulous, and all of them 
impertinent, Not: one of them Speaking ot the religious ador- 
ation. of Images,” or croſſes, which is the matter in queſtion 
bewixeRomaniſts and us. So I might let all paſs, yer take this 
{truqure of them. .Hecites three concerning the crofs, Denys 
kb, 2. de Hierarch.Eccleſ. cap.2. (whereas Denys hath but one book 
de Hiera.ch fccleſ. but the Pamphleter behaved to writr after his 
copy 111 H. T. Manual, art, 22) Martial epiſtc a4 Burdegal, and Ter- 
tull de corona militis cap. 3. the firſt two are ſuppoſititious, that 
of Mertial ad Burdegal, is demonſtrated by Bell. de ſcript ; eccles: 
Pag. 60. to be Sputious. The Third is Suppoſed by ſome to 
be written by Tertull. in his Montaniſm. "They import no 
more, but that the ſigne of the Croſſe was uſed to ſhew Chri- 
ſtia1s were not aſhamed of a crucified Saviour. But how farr 
they. w2r2 from adoration of the croſs, may be coHlefted from 
Ambroſe de obitu Theodofſti, peaking of that ſtory (or fable as ſome 
Suppole) Helene the Mother of Conſtantin her finding the croſſe 
of Chriit, Regem (fays he) adoravit, non Lignum, utique bic gentilis 
eſt error, © vanitas impiorum. She worſhipped the King, 1. e. 
Chriſt, not thetree, and that becauſe its.a heathenith errotr, 
and vanity of the wicked to worſhip ſuch things religioufly. 
That which he cites out of Tertwil. lib. 2, depud. was not only 
an emblematick reprefentation of the parable of the loſt ſheep; 
for ornament or inſtruttion, upon glaſſen cups, which is vaſtly 
different from the ſetting up Images for adoration. The ſtory of 
the Image of Chriſt ſent ta Prince Abgarus,hath been often conviRed 
to-be meer fable,there being no mention of it by ancients unti 
Euagrius, about 600. years after Chriſt, is it like that Euſebius, 
who 1b. 1. bift. cap. 14. makes mention of letters betwixt Chriſt 
and Abgarus, would have ſpoken nothing- of that Image had it 
been reall? Theſe letters alſo are Pronounced apocriphal in 
the Canon law dift. t5. cap. Sanita, Romgna eccleſis.. Metaphraſtes 
is a late hiſtorian in the 9th- Century, of ſmall Credit, even 
with Romiſh writers, as may be feen in Bell. de ſcript. Eccleſ. 
Damaſcen was @ violent promoter of image worſhip, and there- 
fore neither of them are fit witneffes in this matter. More 
notice is to be taken of the Statue which the Hemoroos woman is ſaid 
to bave erefied at Ceſares Philippi. Its true Euſeb. ſpeaks thereof 
&b. 7. cap. 14. Rut it is true, that its long ſince the faith of one 
| | Rela- 
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Retation was queſtioned by the authour ofthe work,which goes 
_ under the name of Charles the great [b. 4, cap, 15.and not with= 
probable reaſons, Is it not ſtrange, that none of the Evangeliſts, 
nor Treneus, nor fuftin Martyr,nor Tertul. nor Origen, ſhould make 
mention of that ſtatue, or that miraculous herb ? How conld 
that woman who ſpent all her living on Phyſicians, be abletoeret 
theſe brazen ſtatues ? is it probable that Heathens wonld ſuffer 
| ſuch monuments of Chriſt ro ſtand 3oo. years undemolliſhed ? 
That there were ſtatues at Ceſarea cannot rationally be doubted 
ſceing Euſeb.does teſtify he ſaw them, but there is cauſe to queſti- 
on whether they were built by that woman,or chat one of them 
was Chriſts,and the rather ſeeing Euſeb.brings no certain author 
for it but a rumour. Finally, granting ſhe had erected that ſtatue 
to Chriſt, yet Euſeb.ſays not that it was worſhiped, nay he affirms, 
it was erected £9149 oynved, by an heatheniſh cuſtome. Pro- 
teſtats doe nor deity, but there were portraitures of Chriſt and 
Apoſtles in thoſe dayes, as Euſeb. there doth witnes, but Euſeb. 
is ſo clear flom aſſerting that they wer uſed in.Churches, as ob- 
ze&s of Religion adoration, that in the Second Nicen Councell 
At.6. he is brought in teſtifying to Conſtantia the Empreſs a- 
gainſt the making ofthe Image of Chriſt, had it not then been 
the Pamphleters wiſdom/to-have held his peace of Euſebius. He is 
as unadyiſed in mentioning Auſtint, 1. de conſenſu evangel. cap.10. 
for there he condemns them who ſtudy Chriſt, #on in Sanfrs co- 
dicibus, ſed in pifis parietibus, His ſtory of the Image made by 
Nicodemus is an evident fiftion, and the book out of which it is 
taken,de paſſione imaginis Chriſti,attributed toAtbanafins is ſuppoſiti- 
ries, as is proved, by Cecus Pag. 93.95. and ſeems to be forged 
by Image worſhippers ahout the time of that Idolatrous Second 
Nicen Council, yea,Bell; de ſcript. Ecel. in Athan.confeſles it not to be 
written byAthanafius, but in the eight Century, when the contra». 
verſy about Image werſhip,was jnagitation. That Image ofthe Virgin 
Mary, ſaid ta be drawn by Luke, appears likewiſe to be fabulous, 
there being no authour making mention thereof until Euagrius 
about the end of the ſixt Century, the Apoſtle Paul calls Luke a 
Phiſician,bur not a Painter,Nor is it probable, if he were a Jew, 
they not uſing ſuch artiſts, if we may believe Crigen lib. 4. 6ons. 
Gelſum, As little faith is to be given to what is alleadged out of 
Dameſus Pontificall of the Images of Chriſt, and-of the Baptiſt, ecefled 
by Conftantin,for that Pontificall is uot only proven to be Suppo- 
ſititious by Cocus Pag, 139. but alſo acknowledged by yy 
inius, 
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 Binixs, Poſſevin, yea Bell. lib.de ſcript. Eccleſ. aſcribes it to Anaſtaſius 
che bibliothecary, who lived in the 9th Century, a groſſe Image 
worſhipper, at leaſt it ſeems interpolated by him. Neither is lt 
likely that this would have been omitted by Exſebius, who is 
ſo accurate in, deſcribing what was done by Conſtantin. By this 
it appears that moſt of the.ſtories which Romaniſts alleadge 
concerning their Images are meer Fables, But grant they were 
real Hiſtories, they ſpeak not at all of adoration, which is the 
only thing. in controverſy, Yet I ſhall help my adverſary to 
ſome preſtfents of great Antiquity for the adoration of Ima- 
ges, but its from Hereticks, ſich as the Gnofticks in ren. hb, 1, 
cap. 24. and Carpocratians in. Epipban; in Hereſ, Carpocratianorum 
and Auftin Hereſ. 7. ſuch preſidents we do not.envy them. But 
as to the Catholick Church they may hear their own Clemanges 
in lib. de novis celebritatibus non inftituendjs, who faith, flatur oli 
unjverſalis Eccleſia, ut wulle in templis imagines Poxerentuy. 
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__ Hence might be deduced another demonſtration of the 
Novelty, of the: preſent Romiſh Religion, ſeeing it ap- 
proves the Religious adoration of crofles and Images, 


 Whereof no veſtige can be found in the Catholick Church 
of the firſt three ages. 


An eight inſtance of Novelty, concerning Free-will examized 
| 4nd Repelled. F 


THe Pamphleter in his eight Inftance, faith, that Proteſtants 
E deny Free-w1ll, fince the fall of 4dam. Behold another Feſu- 
;ttjm! that is, an arrant Cheat. Do not our Authors,as Leari)- 
ed Uſher in his anſwer to the Jefuits challenge, 'Pag, 464. 
Chamier Panſtrat. tom. 3, lib. 3. cap. 1. Sed. 10, Parews contra pre- 
far. Bell, ad lib. de grat, de lib. arb. poſitively proteſt, that they 
do not deny free-will? We do abominate the madd Sefts of 
Manichees,  alentinians, &&c. Who either by fatal or ſimply na- 
earal necefſity, do quite overthrow the liberty of human wills, 
which of us, ever doubted whether Popes, Cardinals ,: and 
Jeſuits do prattiſe their impieries freely ? We cordially ſub- 
ſcribe to that of Auſtin lib. x,. ad Bonifac cap. 2. quis noſirum 
dicat, quod primi hominis peccato petierit liberum arbitrium de humano 

enere ? Libertas quidem perijt, ſed illa que in paradyſo fuit, Well 
tid the ſame Auſtin (ay lib. do nat, & gra. cap. 66, quod fit gue- 


dam 
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| dam: peceandi neceſſitas, that untegenerate perſbns have brought 
upott themſelves a kind ot neceſſity of ſinning, yet that ne- 
ceſſity"is well confiſtent with liberty. Hence Autin lib. 1. ad 
Bonifae, tap. 2. libeum arbitrium uſque aded in Peccatore non periit, 
ut perillud peccent maxime qui cum dileFatione peceant, free-will is 
- ſo far from being loſt in finners, that by it, they who ſin with 
greateſt delight, ſin moſt egregiouſly. Devils cannot but ſin, 
and yet fin moſt freely. Proteſtants grant no leſs indiffecency 
to the! Will of the ſinner” then 4uftin of old in his debates 
againſt:the Pelagians, yea, as much as Dominicans and Thomiſts 
do'require to the nature of Liberty. Will he ſay that all theſe 
ds dogratize concerning free-will contrary to the Faith of 
ehe Church in the firſt three ages ? Indeed we cannot adorn 
tmahs free-will with ſuch elogies as did the Pelagians or Semi= 
pelagians of 019, or as their Jeſuited and Arminian of- ſpring, 
which do exceedingly derogate from the necellity, and efficacy 
of free grace. I will not take up time in mentioning all the 
heads of controverſy betwixt the Catholick Church and the. 
Pelagians or Semipelagians. Only two things I pitch upon. 1. 
We aſſert the neceſſity of je natural grace to every good 
work. This Learned Fofſius 6b. 3, Hift. Pelag. Part. 2. copiouſly 
demonſtrates- not only to have been. the Dcdrin of Auguft. 
Proſper, Fulgentizs, to the Councils of Djoſpolir, Arauſica, Car- 
thage, and of the whole Catholick Church after that rhe Pela- 
gian hereſy was broached, but alſo Part. z. confirms itto be 
the perpetual Dofrin of the Fathers and Church before the 
appearing of Pelegizn, Of the Latin Fathers, he brings Tertul. 
Eyp. Arnobimt, Latantim, Ambroſe. Of the Greeks, FJuifin Martyr, 
Trenew, Origen, Macarius, Athanafiw, G&cc. yea, is bold to con- 
clude, Thi I. nec ſecus qui ſenſerit quiſquam adduci poteſt, To 
ſpare time in tranſcribing teſtimonies, that one of Vincent Lyrin, 
in commonit. cap. 34, may ſuffice for all, Fork xnquem (ſaid he) 
ante profſanum Pelagium taittam virtutem liberi pieſump6t" arbitrii; 
& adbuc in bonis rebus per aGus fingules adjuvandum neceſſatiam Dei 
atiam non putaret. Yet Feſuit Molina in concord, cap. 14. art, 13. 
2. 19. memb. 6, Says & man may love God above dll, and may over- 
come a prievous temptation without grace, yea Arriag. in, 1. 2. tom. 2, 
trad. de div. gy: diſp.-41, Sed. 2. n. 1. Says that a man in bis fallen 
eſtate, bas a Phyſical natural power without grace to keep the whole law. 
So much indeed we cannot grant'to'Peleg 


ius, both Scripture 
and 
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and Antfquity clearly contradifting Scripture, 'Fob.-I5, 5, 
2 Cor. 3.5. And Antiquity , hence Is that Concit. Arauf,'2, 
can, 22. Nemo habet de ſus nifi mendacium & peccatum. I confeſs 
Jeſuits grant (for I would not wrong them) the neceffity of 
grace, to adts. which merit eternal Life, and thereby they en- 
deavour to elude the Teſtimonies of Scripture, Fathers and . 
Councils, aſſerting the neceſſity of ſpecial grace unto good 
Works. But as neither Scripture, nor. Fathers, nor Ancient 
Councils do acknowledge that any Works of ours do properly 
merit eternal Life ; So neither do they hold that a-man with- 
out the ſpecial grace of God, can love God above all, and 
keep the whole Law. Secondly we likewiſe aſſert the power- 
ful efficacy of grace in the converſion of ſinners, ſo that how- 
ever it may be refiſted, and oppofed by corruption,. yet never 
. conquered, Auguſt hereſ. 838, blamed Peizgins quod gratiam .non 
libero arbitrio preponeret, ſed infideli call:z4itare ſupponeret, that he 
did. not ſubje& free-will to grace, but contrary wiſe, by Here- 
tical craftineſs, grace to free-will. Nay do not Jeſuits, who 
deny the efficacious and inexpugnable pore of grace, ſubje& 
grace to free-will ? Is it not free-will with them which de- 
termins grace, and not grace-which determins tree-will, and 
Put they it not in the option of free-will co make grace effi-- 
cacious or tnefficacious ?. Doth not Auguitin frequently make 
this difference betwixt the grace of the ſtate of innocency, 
and the medicinal grace after the fall, that the grace of the 
Nate of innocency was only edjutorium ſine quo #04, or poſſibili- 
ratic, grace which gave man power to do good, but medicinal 
graceis edjutorium quo, &aWuntatis, grace which gives bath to 
willand to do, as the Apoſtle phraſes it, Phil. 2. 13. here him-” 
ſelf, Ib. de corrept & gra. cap. 11. prima gratia eſt, qua fit ut habeat 
homo Juſtitiam fi velit, Feuds plus poteſt, guie fit ut velit and cap, 12. 
by that, euxilium que ſubventum eff infirmitati veluntatis humene, 
ut Diving gratia ingeclinaviliter- hy IN aperetur,.. What 
could a Proteſtant haye {aid more? See c.14-. and 7.1. ad Simplic, 
9:2. and lib. 1. contre duds Epiſt. Pelag. cap, 19. and that this 
ſurely was a main point of difference. betwixt the Orthodox 
and the Semipelagians, may appear by Fauſtus Regienſisa prime 
man of the Semipelagian party. Anathema .({aid he) ej qus dix- 
erit illum qui periit non accepiſſe, ut ſalvus eſſe. poſdct; Hence Hilary 
of Arles in Epiſt. ad duguit, de reliquiz Pelagii reports, Rt They 
| NO WO  aſcrib 
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_ aſcribed to free-will , ut velit, vel nalit admittere medicinam , 
Hereupon Coxcil. Aranſic. 2. can. 6. decrees per gratiam in nobis 
fieri ut credemis, & velimus, and therefore ſurely - prevailes over 
corruption, I know Auſtin, Hilery, Proſper, and Fulgentius, were 
poſterior to the firſt three Centuries, yet was it 1n their time 
that the Pelagien and Semipelagian toutroveriies concerning 
free- will were toſſed. And therefore a more accurate defini- 
tion of the truth is to be exſpe&ted trom them, then from theſe 
who went betore, ſecur ms ({1quuti ſunt ante exortum Pelagium, 
and the rather having to do with Man chees and other Here- 
ticks which denyed free-will altogether, and the queſtion 
being ſo difficult, that as Auſtin obſerved 1b. 3. de gratis Chri ti 
cont, Pelag. cap, 47. atid 1:b, 4. cont. Ful. cop. 8. whon free-wilt is 
defended, grace ſ.ems to be denycd, and when grace i aſſerted, free- 
wil! ſeems to be taken away, Dr. Morton in his appeal [b, 2.6aP. 10. 
Sed. 4. his noted, that not only 9:xtws Senenfis but alſo three 
of the Jeſuits ſociety Tolet, Maldonat, and Pererius, have cen- 
ſured ſundry of the Fathers, eſpecially in the Greek Church, 
as too much favouring the Pelagian intereſt in the matter of 
free- will, and therefore the leſs ſtreſs is to be laid upon their 
Authority in this thing. 

Yer neither from the Fathers before Pelagins have Romaniſts 
the advantage which they boaſt of. All the teſtimonies which 
this Phamphl-ter flches trom Bel/. and many more. are vin= 
dicated by Ch-:m:er 1om. 3. P-#\1rat. lib. 3. de lib. arb. cap. 16. 
and by P-re's in Bell, Caſtig. 1b. 5, de gra. & lib.arb. cc. 25, &-26, 
where they ſhew that theſe Fathers did only afſert free-will 
as it fands in oppoſition to a fatal; or ſtoical. or ſimply natural 
- neceſſicy, which we likewiſe afſert, but not in oppoſition to 
the n-ceſfity and efficacy of the grac- of God,elfe they ſhnild 
have P-lagianized. Only here I muſt remember him, that his 
baſtard Religion muſt be ſupprrted by hafard teſtimonies of 
Fath-rs; Might henot have L-arned that Clements recognitions 
are ſpurious from their own..S'xtu+ Senev(is Fb.'2. Clemens f om 
Bel/. :b: 2. de pontif. cap. 2, and trom' Barron, Tom. 2, ail am. £02, 

Doth not the world know how their J-ſujtical DoArin' of 
free-will is opprgned by a famous party of their ow* Church, 

not -nly by the Fanſeni'is, but alſo by Daninicans, and 1h mits ? 

And dare che Jeluited party call Nominicans and Tham:;is He 6 
COT to ett = added ticks, 
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ticks, do We aſcribe lefs liberty to the will of man then they ? 
Had their pretended Infallible judge dared to paſs a ſentence 
in this matter ? How then dare he charge any with Hereſie in 
this matter till the definition of an infallible Judge be interpo- 
ſed ? Or was it any wonder that Incenxt the Tenth, who by the 
inſtigation of Jeſuites condemned the five Fanſeniar Propofiti- 
ons, ſhould Anathematize Truth for Herefie, ſeeing he profeſs 
ſed of himſelf Jo non ſon Theotogo.. I ſhut up this diſcoutfe of 
Free-will with 4uTin lib. de dowo perſever. tap. 6, Tutjores vivimus, 
hi t211m Deo damus, n10n autem nos illi ea parte, & nobis ex parte com- 
mittimus, quod ipſe ſenſit venerabilis Martyr Cyprianus 3 Its more ſafe 
fo us to attribute no part to our ſtlves,' but to afcribe all unto 
grace, which was the Dofrine of the bleſſed Martyr Cyprian. 
From this alſo a Retortion might be deduced apainſt Jeſui- 
tel Popery, ſeeing it manifeſtly Pelagiznizes in the matter of 
Free-will, which was not done by the ancient Catholick 
Church, | | 
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A Ninth Inſtance of Novelty concerning Merits, examined and 
Retorted, | | 


FRHe Pamphleter in his Ninth Inſtance, ſaith, That Proteffants 
T deny the Merit of good Works, Burt firſt ought not he to have 
fold what he meant by Merit of good Works, whither with 
Vafquez in 1. 2. Diſp.214. cap.5, That good works are condign- 
1y meritorious of Eternal life, Tantum ratione ,operis, without 
any regard to the promiſe or divine acceptation, or whither 
' with Bell, lib. 5. dejufif. cap, 17. he hold them meritorious, & 
ratione operis & pai, both in regard of Gods Promiſe, and of 
the work it ſ:1ft conjun@ly, yet ſo as the work be equal to the 
reward; or whither they, be meritorious, Tantum ratione-patii, 
in regard of the free promiſe of God only, for which Bell, cites 
Scotus and Vega. In this laſt ſenſe. The Proteſtant Churches 
have been ſo far from condemning merit, that the Auguitan con- 
feſien Art. 20. de bonis operibus, and confeſſ. of Wittenberg tit. de bonis 
operibus, have not abhorred from the word merit. If he meant in 
either of the two former ſenfes, he could not condemn us as 
Hereticks; without condeming Scotus and Vege, yea nay we 
omi 
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| Romiſh Doors cited by Will. Forbes lib, Pulif Cap. and be 
ſides, he ſhould have proved that Fathers uſed the word Merit 
in that ſenſe. But why ſhould I blame this Pamphleter for 
not ſtating this queſtion more clearly, when their Infallibl> 
judge durſt not doe it? Though the Council of Trent Sefſ. 6. 
Can. 32. have anathematized. them that deny good works, vere 
mereri, truly to merit life eternall ; yet by reafon of the differences 
of opinion among themſelves, durſt not define wherein the 
_ nature of that merit ſtoaad? O goodly Oracles, which every 
one may expound to his own ſenſe ! * Vt 
- But Secondly, the Phamphleter cites three Fathers, /gnatins, 
Juſtin, end Cyprian, yet none of them favour merit in a Popith 
ſenſe, that 1s, either in Vaſq. or Bellarmines ſenſe : Excellently 
doth Caſſander in Hymnis, Eccleſ. ad verbs Hymni, - no@e ſurgentes, - 
expound the ſenſe of this word Merit in ancient Fathers, UVoeca- 
bulum merendi (ſaith he) apud -veteres Kecleſftaſticos qt ju fere 
idem valet, quod conſequi, ſeu aptum idoneumque fieri a conſequen- 
dim, id quod inter cetera ex uno Cyprieni loco apparet. Nam quod 
Paulus inquit, 1 Tim. I, 6a2& & $a6:v, quod vulgs legitur miſericor- 
diam conſequutus ſum, id Cyprianus, ad jubajanum legit miſericordiam 
merui, Though this might ſuffice to vindicate all the Teſtimp- 
nies of Ancients alleadged by Romanifts in this matter; yet I 
muſt add, that they are eſpecially injurious to Greek Fathers, 
ſuch as 7gnativs and Fu'tin Martyr, &c. for in all their writings, 
there is no word exaatly correſpondent to the word Merit, in 
the ſtri& notion thereof... The word in /gnatius, which Romas. 
niſts render, to merit, or win God, is;; &n/x3er, which ſige: 
nifies to. attain. That of  7utin, Martyr Apol. 2. That men by 
their Merits ſhall live with God, is, Tir wer' nt dvace/pnt xdra-! 
£:1@mnva, that is, are accalinted worthy of his converſation, /or 
to Jive with him. How we are accounted worthy, is excellent-! 
ly expreſſed by Bernard, de Dedic. Eccleſ. Serm.' 5 .-Illius dignations' 
non xoſira dignitate, Cyprian: indeed arfeth the word Merit as do? 
many of the Latin Fathers, but in that innocent ſehſe which: 
Caſſauder proves Qurt ot Cyprien, and ſo Bell. ljb.r. de lib.arb. c.14. 
confeſſes that every good work is Meri:um. TS 
* Burt Thirdly, on the ; Canin Popiſh Merit in Vaſq. or BeP. 
ſenſe.might be difproved,by infinite Teftimonies' of Antiquity, 
as; from Oxigen in Rom. 4. The attaining of the inhetitance' 1s: 
 gratie,. nendehiti, yea as Auſtin, og \ Si'veller,procmeritis.\agere+ 
yo 637 P 2 512 
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- ho#h inveniret\ niſt quos damnaret, that is, 1f he would deal with us 
--according-to our Merits, he ſhould find none bur thoſe whom 
he weuld'condemn.: In fo much that the Author ot the Tra@at, 
de predeit. & gratia,' cap. 10.) which is added to'the cloſe of 
Au'tns tom. 7. ſays, Beatituda alterius v te nullis bumanis mer tis 
redd tur , ſed Dei donantis gratia largiente'donatur; Yea, many 
Schoolmen have been aſhamed of that preſumptuous Dottrire 
ot Merit, of whom a large Catalogue may he had 1n Davenant, 
deiutif, aiual & bab, cap. 59. and in Dr. Wall. Forbes, lib.5. de 
Juftif. cap. 4. | | y 

- S6-that this Ninth Inſtance of Novelty may likewife be jn- 
verted againſt Romaniſts, for the preſent Romiſh Religion 
maintains the proper Merit of good works which the aictent 
Catholick Church d1d not. wk 


SECT. Xx. 


A Tenth Inſtance of Novelty, concerning a perfe8 keeping of 
the Commands, Examined and Retoried, 


WW He Pamphleter in his Tenth ard laſt Inſtance, faith, That 
Proteſtants deny. a pofſibiliry of ke-ping the Command- 
ments. As he begins, ſo he cloſes, ſti]! hudling up queſtions 
in general and ambiguous terms. We do not a\ſolutely deny a 
poſlibility of keeping the Commandments. It was poffible for 
Adam: to keep them perte&ly, and ſhould have been poſſible for 
us, had he perſevered in a liare of Integrity. Yea, Believers 
through Grace may.,and do keep the Commandments of Qod, 
with an Erangelical-perfe&ion. The ſupervenient impoſſibility 
to keep the Law perfe&ly withour all fin, under which we now 
labour, is accidental, through our corruption, and poſterior to 
the obligation of the Law. . And this is clearly afferted" in the 
Scriptures, Rom. 8. 3. «wary ms vous, That which the Law could 
#0t do, in that it was weak through the fleſh; And verſe $. That they 
are in the fleſh, cannot pleaſe God, John 12. 39. They could not 

Believe. | 
Nay, the Pamphleter, by this Inſtance, conviats himſelf of 
the old Pelagian Hereſie 3 this was one of the Errors of the Pela- 
gians, that-men in this life might keep the Law perfely with- 
out fin, as is held out by Hierom iu his Dialogue betwixs wer 
| Critopuius 
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 Critobulus Cont. Pelag. lib. 1, and lib.3. and is expreſly condemned 
by Fathers, both before and after Pelagiu;, by Juſtin Martyr. dial. 
cum 4i'ypb. edt. comm. pag, 252.. sSa; dxerCas miſled imines, by 
Cyprian de Ora1.Dam. we are taught that we fin daily, being com- 
manded daily to pray tor forgiveneſs of Sin. Should I tran- 
ſcribe a:] which might: be brought trom Hrerom. Auitin, &se. 
at.er the liaring of rhe / elagian Controverſy, 1 might fill a Va= 
lumn.. Hence Hicrcm lib. 1. adver. Pelag. bec ejt bominis vera ſapi- 
entia ſe noſ'e ;mjerjeGum, and incp. 4. a4 Calat. nm» pote;t explere 
leg-m, & cuntt« fuccre que juſſa ſunt, Aud Augufi. Epiit. 2CO. ad 
Ajeil.cum, lex 4 cend, non concup'ſ. ec, boc pojuit non quod hic valea- 
mus, ſed ad quid proficiends tendamus. 

As tor that old P.!ag an obje tion, That God commands nothing 
which is Imp:ſiible, + njwer, tothing which is in it ſelf, and ſim» 
ply im offi-le,.1ts granted. Nothing waich we ac-Wentally 
rejiver impoſſible to our ſelves, its deyyed. Are not they who: 
are judicially. obLJured, -who fin againtt the Holy Ghoſt, bound 
to Repent, are uot Devils bound not to Sin, will you therefore 
curclude, that all rue(e nave ſtrengrh or grace ſufficient to keep 
the Law of God? Bur let 4u;tin de Fe: feti. Fuitit. cap. 6. ratioc, 
' 13... Anſwer tlvs ob,efion, as moved of old by Celeftius the Pe- 
l-gian, Ideo eſſe: cul tam'b mins,* quod xn ejt ſrne peccato, quia ſols 
hum nis volumtste'e;t, \ut ad 1;tam neceſfit atem weniret. . (26 ATV 
Thus have I runthrough the. Pamphleters 10..Inftances, and 
now let him retle& upon his ImaginaryTriumph, pag. 153.154. 
wherein he_ inſults over Proteſtants as if they lay proſtrate at 
the teer of this Conquetour, . and expoſes them to'the Judibry 
of the world, as' diſowning:+Fathers., charging them with Er i 
rors, and maintainjng a Religion flatly oppoſite to:the Dottrin: 
of Fathers, but hope rhis may be a document to him,” hence= 
forth to ſtudy ſo much fobricty, as not to ſound the Triumph. 
before the Viſtory, ? OF-4 | 
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© The Fiſt APPENDIX to 
E'M AP. VII 
C ontatning another Decad of Romiſh Novelties 


Efore I deſiſt from this enquiry after Romiſh Novelties, 

B the Adverſary muſt be advertiſed, that though he-had ac- 

# quainted the Church of Rome in the Ten foregoing Inſtan«- 
ces (in which I hope his failour by this time may be manifeſt) 
yet:had he-not done his work. For.ſhe hath Innovated groſly: 
in,many other particulars, whereof T ſhail prefent here another 
Decad, which the Catholick Church of the firſt Three Ages did 
never approve. | Q, 3s 
_ -Inſtance Firſt, the preſent. Romiſh Church holds the Books: 
of Maccabees, Ecclefiaſticus, Tobit, Judith, Barnch; \Wiſdom, for Ca- 
nonical Scriptures, and Anathemptizes them who de otherwiſe. 'Sd the 
Council of Trent, Seff. 4. Decret:7 © Bur rhe Church in the firſt three 
Ages held no ſuch thing, as is evident from the Catalogues of 
Melito, in Euſeb; Hiſt, lib. 5; 6ap.24, Of Origen in Eruſeb. lib.6,e:25! 
Of Athan; ix Sinopft. and'of: the Council of Laodicea Can. $9; Of 
Hierom in Prol, gal. or przfat: ed tib.'reg. and Prol: in lib.:Solom! ad 
Paul'&r Euflach. and Proloin lik; Sol: ad\Cyromani&r Heliod. yea, Bill," - 
lib, x. de verb. Dei cap:110.':Is not only;conftrained. to' yield us 
Hierom, but alſo cap. 2G. 'grants that: Melito, Epipb. Ruffimis, 'and' 
Hilary do follow the Jewiſh Church in the Cayon of Seripture;: 
Now ſure it is that the Jewiſh Church did never acknowledge 
the forecited Books for Authentick Scriptures. I appeal all the 
Antiquaries of Rome to bring me one evidence trom the firſt 
three Centuries of their Trent'Canon of Scriptures. This was 
obje&ed by me to Mr. Dempfter,;pag. 8. pag. 171. but yet Iam | 
waiting a Reply. | 

The greateſt Pretext for the Ancient Pedigree of the Trent 
Canon, including the forecited Apocriphal Books, is, that of 
Becan 
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 Becanthe Jefuits, In Compend. Manual. Controv. lib,'t, ce. 1. qu.1. 
Seft. 2. That the Council of Trent received is from Pope Eugenius 4. 
in the Council of Florence, and Eupenius from Pope Gelaſius in a 
Koman Council of bis time, Gelafins from Augiiſtine, Auguſtine from 
the Third Countil of Carthage, and the Council of Carthage from In- 
- Hocent the Firft, who faith, Becan lived Anno 402, _ | 
But this is ſuch a Fallacious Story, as ambitious men of baſe 
ExtraQ are apt to forge to make their deſcent to beeſteemed 
honourable; For firſt, it's ſo noturly evident and proven by {ſo 
many, that theſe late meetings at Trent and Florence were no le- 
gitimare General Councils, that I ſhould hold it loſt time to 
inſiſt in probation thereof, Secondly, 'that Canon of Scriptare 
attributed to the Council of Flrence, ſeems to be ſuppoſiti rious, 
ſeeing there 15 no mention of it, either in the Hiſtory of that 
Council written by Silveſter Sguropulm, who was preſent thereat 
or in the Tomes of the Councils, ſet forth by the Authority of 
Pope Paul's, Anno 1612. or in the Edition of Binnius, Anno 1618. 
Yea, Dr. Cofin in his Scholaſtical Hiſtory, cap. 16. Num. 159, and 
160, obſerves that it is not to be found in any of the Editions 
of the large Tomes of the Councils by Pet. Crab. 8&:c. The firſt 
mention we have thereof being in Caraxza's Epitome of the 
Councils. Iris a ſtrong ſufpition of Forgery, when more is in 
the Epitome, then in the Jarge Volums of the Councils. Nay 
further, that whole inſtru&ion to the Armenians, which is faid 
to be given by Pope Eugenius 4. in the Council of Florence, 
whereof Ceranza makes his Catalogue of the Books of Scrip- 
- ture, to be one Article, is likewiſe queſtioned, ſeeing it is dated 
inthe Year 1439. 10. Kel.December. five months after the 'difſp- 
lution of the Counci), for it had been diſſolved in the Month 
of Fuly proceeding. ' Thirdly, its a large leap which Becan 
makes from Eugenius and the Council of Florence Unto Gelaſiui the: 
firſt, and his Roman Council, near about a 1000. years, this is 
a great hiatus and gape in the Pedegree. Fourthly, that. Decree 
of Gelafins with his Roman Council of Seventy Biſhops, as alſo 
Tunocent the firft his Decretal to Exyuperius, looks to be ſuppoſi- 
titious, and the rather, ſeeing there was no mention of them till 
Iſdorus Mercator began to vent. his Sophiſtical wares 300. years 
after the Death of Gelaſiue, and 400 after the Death of Innocentie. 
Who would ſee more to prove the Forgery of both, may peruſe 
Dr. Gofins Scholaft, Hift. of thECanon of the Scripture; SeF. $3. 


86, 87. 
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86, $7. Fifthly,' I have already ſhewed cep. 3, Fol. 1, thar:nei- 
ther Auftin, nor the Council of Carthage, ever meant that theſe 
Books were {tri&ly Canonical, that is, given by Divine 1nſpi- 
ration to be a-publick rule to the Church, for confirming :Arti= 
\Cles of Faith, though they mighe be read in the Church; for a 
more ample inſtrution how to lead a reguiar courſe of Lite, 
Auftin lib. 18. de Civ. dei cap. 36. expreſly diſtinguiſhes the 
| Books of Maccabees,from theſe chat are itri&ly canonical. Nor 
is there mention of the Maccabees in that Cation 0: C-rthage, 
either as,.1t is {er down in che Greck Cole, or in tho colletion 
.made by Creſconizs, not to ſpeak of the ſcruples that are railed 
concerning the reality of that Canon, or Council by which it 
was made, of which I leave the Reader to Dr. Cofins H::. $8, 
.$2, Bur ſixthly, admirting Immcents dicreta'ls and Gelaſus decree, 
and the Canon of Carthage to be real, yet all f:]| wichin the 
Hfth Century, for nnocort whom Becan (ets, in the firſt place is 
Aid to have lived Ayno 402. And Gelafins was in the end of that 
Century, about the Year 494. and fo falls ſhort of the firſt 
three ages. I add .eventhly and laſtly, that ſure it is that nei- 
ther by Innocent, nor Gelaſiu., nor the Council of Carthage, yea, 
nor by the Council of Florence could theſe Buoks be declared 
to be ſtrialy and properlyCanonical,for moſt eminent DoRors 
in che Roman Church, who could not be ignorant what theſe 
Councils and Popes had 'defined, denyed either all, or ſome of 
them to be Canonical, ſuch as Lyranus, Antoninus, Abulenfis, Caje- 
tan, Gre, When M-{hior Canus had objeAed theſe Authors to 
himſelf 1:6. 2. cap. 10, he Anſwers cap. 11. ad tertium, illos igno= 
vantia Labo afſe, Where Melchior Canus brings .on himſelf -the 
ſuf; icion of diſ-ingenuity, and of deſherateeſs on his cauſe, 
when he. harh no other eyaſion, but to ſay that the moſt emi- 
nent Do&ors in the Church of Rome underſtand not what was 
detined to be Canonical Scripture by the Church, By all which 
it may, appear, that ;uſt'y Learned Proteſtants have concluded, 
That the preſent Romiſh Canon, was ſo;farfrom being .acknow- 
ledged by.rhe Ancient, Church, that ir was never defined as 
an Article of. Faith until the late Trens Con venticle, 

Here it mi” ht:make a good Problem, why they of the Ro- 
man Chu:ch who ſo much undervalne the Scripture are fo 
yehement t9 have the Arorrypba Books enrolled in the Scrip- 
ture-Cayon? Burt judicious Dr. Den Serm, 73. hath difcloſed 


the 


Oo F | Wn 
Roniſo Noveliſt 299 
the Myſtery, viz- the defign of Romaniſts being, to under- 
value Scripture, that they may overvalue their Traditions and 
| ſentences of their viſible judge, therefore. they. put the name 
of Scripture upon Books of a . lower. value, that the unwor- 
thineſs of theſe additional. Books may caſt a diminution 
upon [the Books which truely are Canonical, when all are 
_ alike. A Stratagem forſooth well becoming the man 
of lin. | | 

Inſtance ſecond the Council of Trent. ſeſs. 4. decret 2, hath 
Authorized the vulgar Latin verſion of the bible to the authentique 
rule of Faith, paſſing by the Originalls of the Hebrew and Greek , 
the like cannot be pretended to: be done by the Church in the 
firft three Centuries. Romaniſts will have much a do to prove 
_ that the vuſgar Latin, as now ſet forth by Clement the cighth, 
was extant in theſe three Centuries. Sure I am that the Ancient 
Fathers, even they who flouriſhed atter the chird Century, 
were ſo far from teaching that the Hebrew Text of the Old 
Teſtament, and Greek of the New, were to be corredted by 
this Latin verſion, that they held all verſions were to be 
correted by the Original. Take for all Hierom Epift. ad 
Suniam & Fretelam and Augruft, lib. 2. de Dodrin, Chrift , cap.” 
IS. TY | | 
Inſtance third the Council of Trent ſeſs. 22. cap. 8. and Can. 9. 
declares it not to be expedient, that the publick, worſhip of God ſhould 
be performed in a Language known to the multitude, and anathematizes 
them who teach otherwiſe. So taught not the Chriſtian Church of 
the firſt three apes, as hath oft been demonſtrated by our 
Divines from Orig. lib, $. Cont. Celſum. Fuitin apol. 2. Jertul. 
Apol, 39. Clemens Alex, Strom, lib, 7. Chryſ. Baſil. Auftin, At pre- 
ſent let that of Origen ſuffice /ib. $. contra Celſum, every Nation 
ſaith he, Prays to God in their own proper Language. Yea rhe 
more ingenunus among Romaniſts confeſs ſo much. Hence 
Lyranus in 1 Cor. 14. in primitiva Eccleſia benediiones, & cetera 
 emnia fiebant in Lingua vulgari. So alſo Caſſander in Liturg. cap.28., 
Yea,-Bell. himſelf lib. 2. de verb dei cap. 16. from Futin Martyr. 
Chryſoſt. Cyp. and Hirwrom acknowledges that in the primitive 
Church the whole multitude joyned 1n the pu lick ſervices 
ſaying, Amen, wbich ſuppoſes, they underſtood, what was ſaid. 
And a little after he ſaith, that in proceſs of time that cuſtom 
was changed, and a Clerk was ſubſtituted to fay 4men, in name 
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of the People. Conſequently by Bellarmms confeſſion the Romaz 
Church'in chis'particular hath innovated. 'And-of that Clerk 
alſo Suarez, in 3, part. tom, 3. q. 83. art. 4. diſp. 83. ſed. 1. Is 
not aſhamed to ſay, #rnc non ejt_neceſſe, ut-miniffer lingua: intel- 
ligat in qua miſſa dicitur, that now it ts hot” neceffary | that 'the 
Miniſter underſtand the Language wherein Maſs is ſaid; Cajetan 
is better adviſed, who in I Cor. 14. :confeſſes i#t were for mere 
edification, that the worſhip were performed in a known tongue, So. 
doth 4quinas in 1 Gor. 14. and Caſſander in defenſ. offic. pii. viri. 
Pag. I41. wiſhes that according to the Apoltles command, and pradice 
of - the Ancient Church Gods worſhip were perforined in # known tongue. 
So far is this worſhipping of God without underſtanding, uow 
practiſed and taught by the Remiſb Church from that reaſon- 
able ſervice which God requires Rom, 12. I. thar Auſtin expoſit 2. 
in Pſal. 18. compares 1t to the chattering of Parrots, and 
Crows. 'and 1b; 4 de Dod. Chri(ti. cap. 16. quid prodeſt (faith he) 
locutionum integritas, quam non ſequitur inteleus audientis , yea, - 
in decret. Greg. 9. lib. 1. tit. 31. deoffiic. jud. orb. cap. 14. Its 
ordained, that Cities where are people of different Languages, men be 
provided to celebrate Divine ſervice according to the diverſity of Lan- 
guages and Fuftini an in Novel. 123. Statutes that boly things be ce- 
lebrated with a loud and diſtin@ voice, that the bearts of the bearers, 
may be raiſed up to the greater devotion, which could not be, if then 
the worſhip had not been performed in an intelligible Lan- 
guage. In the Roman Pontifical Readers are commanded leHjones 
ſacras diftinfie, & aperte ad intelligentiam & edificationem fidelium 

roferre. It is as caſte therefore to reconcile Adultery with the 
£:7cnth Commandement, as the preſent way of the Romiſh 
Church, either with Scripture, or Antiquity. ' 

Its true in many places of the Weſt, publick worſhip was 
performed in Latin, bur irs as true that the Latin Tongue was 
then generally underſtood, by reaſon of the Roman Colonies. 
Yer Romaniſts want not ſome 'preſidents for their barbarous 
worſhip, ſuch as the-Hereticks called Offeni in Epiphanius beref. 
19. ind the Hieraclionite in Auſtin bereſ. 16. who taught to pray 


with obſcureword. Neither do we envy them the example of 
Turks, who Read their ſervice in the Arabick, of which the peo- 
ple underſtand nothing, or of the modern Fews, who Read 
Hebrew in their Synagogues, which alſo the multitude do but 
rarely. underſtand. it | 
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Inſtance - fourth the Romiſh Church in the publick and Or- 
dinary adminiſtration of the Euchariſt, do with draw the C 
from the people, ſo the;Council of Trent, ſef. 22. can. 1. 24; ond. the 
Councit: of Confi.ence Jeſſ, 13. in Corgnza's epMtames precip.mm ſub 
pena Excommunicationie, quod, nullye. Prezbiter cammunicet populum 
Jub utrag; ſpecie pans &: vini, that is, we command under pain of 
Excommunication, that no. presbiter give the Communion to 
the people under both kinds. This is certainly repugnant to 
the pradice of, the Ancient Church, for the SanAitied Bread 
and Wine Was given Exgicro 9) a4 0opres v fo-.every: one who was 
preſent faith 7u/tra Martyr Apol. 2, Cyp.Epitt, 63.ex preſly,makes 
mention. of the Sanaifying of the Cup, and giving it. to the 
people, & plebi miniſtrando. Ch. yſoft.bomil. 18. in 2. Epift, ad Cor, 
Salth. there is no difference betwixt paſtor and people. as to communi= 
cating, ſeeing the ſame body, and the ſume cup i given to both, Yea, 
. Pope Gelaſiu in Gratian de conſecrat. dijt. 2. cap. comperimw., made 
that decree, ut integra reciÞiant, aut ab integris arceantur. Who 
pleaſe may tind an army of Teſtimonies to this purpoſe in 
Chamier tom. 4. lib. 8, cap. 9. What need I more, the rhing 
being acknowledged by adverſaries themſelves. As Alpbonſus 
a Catiro de here). tit. Euchariſtia bereſ. 12; Caſſander in Conſult 
art. 22, Barneſ. in Cathol, Rom. Pacifico, Sed. 7. Picberel de Miſſa 

cap. 4, Yea, Caſſander ſaith, this was not only the way of the. Ca- 
tholick Church to give it under both kinds, but alſo the Roman, above 
the Howe of @ 1000 Years, | | Y 

his is another ot the Romith Novelties, I had objected ro 

Mr. Dempſter Pap. 8. Pag. 170...and yet; remains. Unanſwered. 
Only this Pamphleter Pag. 147, when: he-bad been ſpeaking'of 
the preſence of .Chriſt in the Sacrament, fi neakingly infiauates 
{ome inſignificant, whiſpers, to fetch ſomecolour-from anti- 
quity fer their mnutilution of the Sacrament, becauſe anciently.its ſaid 
fo be given to Infants, and to the Sick. and to have been carried to' pri- 
uate Houſes, yea, over Sea,.and' for this laſt be cites::Euſebslib: 5. 
Hijte without, defignation.,vf any..Chapter; Butx-all theſe In- 
Hances (which; he; hath, taken out of H;7 't.\Manuahert.-12.) 
are either falſ-0g jmpartinent.. : Fot firſt-ſome of.-theſe things 
are diſlallowed by. the preſent Romiſh Church. t1z.. the giving; 
of the Euchariſt to Intanrs, ly the: Councy] of Jrentſefſ, 121 Ca Ze 
and: the fending It to.abſents.is, prohibjted..by the Councilof 
Ceſar Auguſt can 3. about my ear 381,and'by:ahe:ftuſt:Cou _ 
7 q 2 © 
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of Toledo can. 14. Anno 4cd. as is acknowledged by Durantw, 
de rit Eccleſ. lib. 1. cap. 16. / Secondly the Queſtion 'betwixt 
Romaniſt; and us, is about the publick, and” ordinary. celebration 
the Sacrament to' adult perſons, - wherein . the preſent *' Romiſh 
Church commands it to be given under on ſpecies, viz, of bread, 
but all the Inſtances, yea and all that ever t could read brought 
by any Romanift, are of ſome extraordinary caſes of Sickneſs, 
Abſence, Perſecution, &c. But none of the publick ordinary 
celebration of che ' Sacrament. tow far in extraordinary caſes 
Proteſtants have yeelded; - Dr. WH Forbes lib. 2. de commun, 
ſub utraque ſpeeie cap. x, hath given:an account from Brcer, 
Dr. Andrews, Caſaubon and Spalat. Thirdly, the preſent Romiſh 
Chureh proceed further and prohibit the giving of the cup to the 
people under pain of Excommunication, as I ſhew from Caranzs, 
but no Romaniſt ever undertook to ſhew a preſident for ſuch 
a prohibition, from Antiquity. ' Fourthly its falſely affirmed 
by the Pamphleter, that Denys Cyprian Tertul. and Euſeb. ſay that 
when the Encharijt was given to Infants, Sick, or abſent perſons, rejtri- 
dion was made to one kind only, far leſs to the ſpecies of Bread alone. 
That it was given to Infants under both kinds, Chamier tom. 4, 
lib. 9. cap. Z. proves from Auſtin Epijt, 107. Cyprian and Gena- 
dius. Yea, Bell. does not alledge that the bread only was given 
to Infants, but the Cup. The truth 1s they ſhould have had 
neither, but ſurely they got both. As for the Sick and abſent, 
Fuſtin Martyr apol. 2. teſtifies that both the Bread and Wine 
were carried to them, and Hierom Epiſt. 4. ſays of Exuperius 
that he carried not only Corprs Chriſti in canijtro vimineo, but 
alſo ſanguinem in vitro,” that is, Chriſts blood in a Glaſs, Greg. 
Nazians. crat. 11, reports that his Siſter Gorgoxia preſerved the 
Symbols both of Chriſts body and blood, and therefore it was 
roo great preſumption in the Pamphleter to ſay that this could 
nit be done but under one kind, T know not what he means by his 
citation from Euſeb. lib. 5. unleſs he point at the caſe of Sera- 

pion, but then he ſhould have ſaid 1b. 6. nor does it make any 
_ thing for him, for the Bread was dipt into the Wine, and ſo 
put into Serapions mouth Dr. Francs White in his reply to Jeſuit 
Fiſher point 7. Pag. $03. brings in the Council of Tours, Bur- 
_chardus and Fvo giving this Reaſon of that kind of praftice, 
#t veraciter prosbiter dicere poſit corpus E* ſanguis domini: Jeſu Chriſt 
rib; profit ad vitam «ternam.. - | © RI PU BOB 3] 
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If any ask, what then the communion of Laicks #, whereof An- 
cients as Cyprien the Councils of Sardica and Eliberz, &c. make 
mention. Anſw. It was no communion;under one kind as Bell, 
falſly, and without any ground would have it, and ſo much 
Lorinus the Jeſuit in Ad. 2. and Durantus. de ritib. Eccleſ. lib. 2. 
_ Eap.'55. are conſtrained to acknowledge, for certain it is that 

the 214n got the Sacrament in thoſe days under both kinds, - 
and beſides, Its clear that Miniſters, becauſe of Mal-behaviour 
were then reſtrifted to the communion of Laicks. But in the 
Roman Church prieſts themſelves, when they do not confe-. 
crate, how unblameably_ ſo ever they walk, receive but under 
one. kind. The cruth therefore is, as our, Learned Chamier 
tom 4. (lib. 9. cap. 3. doth ſolidly prove from Cyprian, Balſa- 
mon, Ge. tha: phrz:ſe was taken from the degrees of Church 
Cenſurs upon office bearers in the Church. for ſometime they 
were both depoſed from-their office, and Excommunicated 
from the Church, anG conſequently might not partake of the 
Euchariſt, at other time they were only depoſed ab officio, and ' 
ſo not reckoved among the Clergy, yet not Excommunicated, 
and ſo were admitted ad Awixwy xorroriey to Communicate with 
the people of God. With this diſtinQion from thoſe of the 
Clergy faith, Durantw loc cit, that they received the Sacrament 
extra cancellos & non in ſacratiori loco. + | 

Inſtance fifth, the preſent Roman: Church allows of private 
communions, wherein the priejt alone partakys of the conſecrated ele- 
ments, and none elſe, and anathematives them who judge that pradlice 
unlewful, ſo the Council of Trent ſeſt, 22; cen. 8. but this 1s cer- 
tainly 'repugnant'to the inſtitution 'of -, Chriſt , and to the _ 
pradtice of the Ancient Church, as is: demonſtrated largly by 
Chamier, tom. 4. lib. 7. cap. 17. 18. 19, from the Arcient Litur- 
gies, Canons and Councils, and ſuffrages of Fathers, yea this 
matter is ſo clear that their own Authors cannot but acknow- 
ledge it, as Caſſander in Conſult, art. 24. where alſo he cites 
Odo Cameracenſis, Walafridus, Strabo, Micrologw, Hofſmeijierw, &Cc. 
teſtifying the ſame. Sureeithey theſe:ſolitary Maſſes were not 
in uſe at the compounding of the Roman Miſſal, or their 
Miſal is in many things ridiculous, as when the prieſt ſaith, 
doniinus vobiſcum, ſurſum corda, gratias agamus domino Des noſtro, 
habete vinculum pacia quod ſumpſimus Damine,all which expreſſions, 
and many more, import that there were more preſent. to Par” 
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partake of the Sacrament, then the Prieſt. -Muſtnot-Romanjſts 
be deſtitute of Patrociny'from Antiquity, when Bell. lib, 2, 
de" Miſſa cap. 9. Se. 3." Probatur, confelles, nuſquam expreſſe 
legimus & veteribus oblatnmſuoreficium ſine communione alicujus, vel 
aliquorum 'preter Sacerdirom.” Foannes *Hoffmeijterns #pud | Caſſand. 
loc. cit. wonders ' how: the cuſtome. ot» theſe ſolitary Maſes. 
Came UP. D:7 

If any do objedt the reſervation of the Sacrament in primitice 
times, Anſw. They make nothing for theſe ſolitary commu- 
- nions of” the prieſt alone. The Miniſter had: ever others 
preſent who did partake with him,” as: appears by all the:An- 
cient Liturgies, yea, by the Roman Mal, netther were thoſe 
reſervations for ſuch ends as now they ate uſed in the Roman 
-Church, vs, for a Pompous circumpeſiation and adoration, 
but to be received by. Sick and abſent perſons, who were re- 
puted as a part of that congregation, which did partake with 
the Miniſter at the firſt conſecration. Though the carying 
home of the Sacrament to be eaten apart, be @ tar differeut 
caſe from that now under Cebate, yet Bell, ;b. 4. de Euch. 
cap. 5. ad tertiam, cannot deny, but that alſo was log ago 
_ by the Council of Ceſar Angufia, and the firſt of 
Toledo. > 1.424 NE4 | 

Inſtance ſixth the preſent Roman Chnrch holds' the abſolute 
neceſſity of confeſſing to a Priefjl, all the m:rtal fins tbat we can re- 
member, aud that, 7uro Divine, by a T'ivine «rdmance. So the Council 
of Trent ſefi. 14. cap.5, and can. 6. 7. Thus did not. the primi- 
tive Church as is #cknowledged by Barnef. the: Benediftin.. in 
Cathol. Rom. Pacif. ' Set. 8:::and' for 1t cites the: Greek, Church, 
Gratizn and the Gloſſttor, thic 'Abbut 'of. ' Parmormne,, Scots ; Durand, 
Medina, Beats Rhenafitis, Cajetarni Eraſmus, and in further con- 
firmation, brings of Ancients Teriwlian, Cyp:ian, Cyril of Alex- 
andrig. and wany Teſtimonies of Ch:yſo/t.'. Yer: Proteſtants do 
not altogether *condemne the: confeſſion of ſecret ſins to a 
Judicious perſon; far leſs 'to a faithful Miniſter, as may:be ſeen 
in Calvin lib. 3 iii) cap)! Sethure1%, and Chemnita axamin. 
Concil. Trid. Part 2 cap'$. de 'panit;: and is-conteſſed: by: Bell. lib. 
de penit. cap. 1, But that we cotidemn in the Romith Church is, 
that contrary to the Ancient Catholick 'Church the has '1m- 
poſed the abſolute neceffity ro Salvation; of conteſſing all 
mortal ſins, ſo far as'we can fefiembe?,ahd that by-a:jrs djvinum, 
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a preſident for this will not be found in the firſt three Cen- 
 turies, nor much lower, in {ſo much that Gratien part 2.cauſ.33... 
q» 3+.64P. 34. lays ore tacente veniam conſequi poſſumus, Though 
at tirſt, publick conteſſtion was only. OTE be of publick 
offences, yet others perceiving what, benefits. redaunded' to 
penitents thereby, and finding their own.confciences burdened 
with the like fins, which .being carryed. in ſecrecy were not 
Subjett to the cenſures of the Church, to the end they might 
obtain -rhe like conſolation, and quiet of mind, did volun- 
tarily ſubmic th2mſelves to the Churches diſcipline, and un- 
dergo the burden of publick confeſſion, and Canonical .cen- 
ſures.. Hereotf the Learned Vſſer g1Vves 2n Jlaree account in his 
anſwer to the Jeſuits challenge, cap. 4. = proves it from 
Origen homil. 2. in pſ 37. 1ertul. lib. de penit. cap. 9. Cyprian ſerm. 
de lapſis, Ambroſ, lib. 1. de penit cap. 16. A further account is 
given of the {ame in another Learned,..but anonymous traftat 
of Confeſſion. Entituled , Sit di/mantled, cap. 7, Sed. 2. and 
before them both in ( hemnitius, examin. Concil Trid, part 4. * 
de indulg. Cap. 4. Pag. 724. edit. Genev. 1641. And that.the 
publication of theſe ſecret faults might be done to the more 
editication, Some prudent Miniſter was firſt acquainted there- 
with, by. whoſe dire&ion. the delinquent might underſtand 
what ſins were .tit to be brought to the publick notice. of. the' 
Church, and in what manner the confeſſion was to be: perfor- 
med. Hence Crigen homil. 2.in Pſal 37. is ſo earneſt in ad- 
viſing to make choyce of a skilfal Phyſician, to whom to diſ- 
cloſe griets of this kind. But about the time of the Decian- 
preſecution, it was ordained that in every Church on diſcreet. 
Miniſter ſhould be appointed to receive the confeſſions of 
thoſe, who relapſed into fin after Baptiſm, and then the. peni- 
tent had no more the choyce of his confefſor. This is that 
addition which Socrates Notes to have been made to the peni- 
tential canon lib. 5. Hif?. cap. 19. this was obſerved until the - 
time of Nefarius Biſhop of Conſtantinople, who becauſe of 
a notorious treſpaſs of a deacon, to:wipe of the Infamy from 
the Clergy, and to prevent the like Scandals, abrogated theſe - 
private confeſſions, If Ne&arius , Chryſoſt. and the Greek 
Church had looked upon this confeſſion, as appointed by a 
Divine ordinance, or abſolutely neceſſary to ſalvation, would 
they have abrogated it ? Or had the Roman Church then m_ | 
af 
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of the now Trent Faith, would they not have expoſtulated 
with the Greek Church on this account ? How muach' ate Ro- 
maniſts netled with this argument when Bell. lib, 3, de perir, 
exp, I4. to evite the dint of it, accuſes Sozomen and Socrates 
the Ecclefiaſtick Hiſtoriaiis , as Lyars, though he have no 
ground to convitt them ih that matter, yea they are aſſoyled 
by his fellow Jeſuit Suarez in partem 3. tom. 4, diſp. 17. Setj 2, 
Num. 31. and therefore being affraid, thar this-ſhitr would not 
prove ſufficient, he further alleadges that Ne&arius abrogated 
only publick confeſſion, a moſt Judibrious tiFion. When an 
Infamy was brought on the Clergy by a treſpaſs commitred 
under the covert of ſecret confeſſions, had this been a way 
to wipe of the blot, or to prevent more evils of that kind, 
co ordain that thence forth there ſhould be 10 confeſſions bur 
in ſecret? Certainly this would have increaſed che Infamy on 
the Clergy, and given further opportunities to cheſe impure 
dalliances. But what need I more, when ChryſoF. immediate 
ſucceſſor to Ne&arjus in perſuance of the ſtatute of Ne@arins, 
is fo full and frequent in preaching againſt the neceſficy of 
ſecret confeſſions, as bomil. 31. in heb. eum qui agit penitemiam 
munquam opertet pr idere peccatum, ſed Deum rogare ne ejus meminerit, 
And homil. de fenit. & confeſſ. ſolus te Deus confitentem videat. 
In fo much that+ F. Barneſ. ſpares not to ſay Chryſoſtomus apertus 
eft pro bac ſententt4. Who deſire a large confutation of 'the 
pretended neceſſity, Antiquity, or jus divinum of theſe ſecret 
confeſſions, togerher with the inextricable perplexities in 
which they involue the conſciences of poor people, and the 
moſt imp1ous conſequences of them; as they are managed by 
Romaniſts. I remit them among others to Dr. 'Taylours di- 
ſwaſive part 2. lib. 1, cap. 11. and to the foreſaid anonymous tra- 
far. cap. 6. anl7. For my purpoſe at preſ-nt, It will be 
enough to advertiſe the Reader, that Platins the Popes ſecre- 
rary in vita Zepher:ni could find no higher riſe for the impoſed 
neceſſity of this confeſſion, rhen' from Tnocent the third! about 
1200, Yeares after Chriſt. Yea, Barxeſ. toc. cit, thinks the 
impoſing of it as a jus divimum, vo older then the Council of 
 Tren?, and for it- has this argument becauſe in the Florentin 
Council! the Roman Church was willing to make peace with 
the Greeks, albeit, notorie perſijtentes in has ſententia, they __— 
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in the fourth Cehtiiry.” Bur they were nothing 

then like what they are now. For till Boniface the third 

- obtained from Phota# the title of Univerſal Biſhop, they were 
inferior it Eo "fays- Pol. Virgil.” de inpent; 1 4. cap. 9, 


and B#F.\c6n as etch 38, x: de Cler. cap,"16. the reſtrain. 
itig of the" UleMtorr of Popes to Catdinals, was only. done by 
Pope AtexahHer the third in 12. cent. fays Azor. loc. crt.cap.2.9.2, 
$2) the ſame Jeſuit bid. cap. 1. q. 3. conteſles, the yame office; 
dignity, number and priviledges of Cardinals to be'Bnly papal 
Inſtizations,” aid not juri Divinti,” Yea,, Bell, grants, 1b. I. de 
cer." tap. 16. that its within roſe fix 'or Jean baneres Jears, that 
neceſſity by little an Tittle forced the Pope to leave of Epiſcopal Coun-- 
vils, and to ritle all things by a Council of Cardinals, © 

| Secondly is not the impropriating the power of convocating Synods 
to the Pope a manife? Novelty ? Were not the firſt four Oecu- 
mentck, Cottncils convocated by the Emperors, the Nicen by Con- 
Fitin, 4s is witnefſed by Enſeb. 1b. 3. de vita Confion, c. 6. S0- 
cates Hift, bt. cap. 5. Throd. lib. t. Tap. 7. The ſecond at Con- 
ſaritinople by Theadof, the eller, ſee” Sozbmen lib, 7. cap. 7. Soctates 
hb. +. cap. 8. The third at Epheſus by 7 heodofius the younger, See 
Evag. lib. 1. cap. 3, and frequently the Council atteſts this in 
her Aas. The frnh a Chalcedon by Marcianu. ' So Liberat in 
Breviar.cep. 13. and” the Council it ſelf; confeſſes the' convo- 
ation to be ex Zetreto pitntiſihmorum imperatorum, V alentinianii & 
Marciani, Its therefore untollerable impudency in Bell, Barron. 
Azor. and other Romaniſts to ſay thar Emperors did only 
Petition the Biſhops of Rome. to convocate Councils, nay on 
the contrary the Biſhops of ,Reome did Petition the Emperors. 
Did not Pope Leo make many, inſtant and humble ſupptications 
to Theodofius and Mearcizhw before the fourth general Council 
at Chalcedon was convocated ? yea it could not be obtained at 
all, during the Life of Theodofius. So clear is it, that anciently 
Oecumenick, Councils were convocated by Emperors, that Hierom 
in Apol. 2, adverſut Ruffin, fays Bui imperator juſſt Synodian hans 
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© Thirdly, did» the prafidency in! Qdcemienick: Comicils belong ' 16 
Biſhops of Rome alone? * \Can -anycAndient Canon:of Council, 
Oecumenick; or provincial, to:thisipurpoſe be alleadged'? 

In che N:wen the /Pppr of,” Roweivas: nov (preſent, INeichbi9l8jd 

his Legars-ptefide; eſe how camneiit chav !Biſh6p. ofi'Cors 

dibadid fubſcribebetore them?/ibes xbold:allegationrcoutary 

ro all antiquity 'that Hoſrus:was the. Biſhop of Komes Legat. Luſeb, 
Sozom, Theodore mention only two of his Legats, Vitus or Videor, 
and Vincentius, Presbiters, Neither. doth Hofius ſubſcribe as 

Legat but only/as Bilkop-of Gardube; That» Hoſfius (preſided in 
the Council of Sardita.lwbichRomaniſts holdas (Oecumtenick,) 

is Cleat fromthe Councill iNaricay) Romaniſts*deny'but Nec 
tarius Biſhop! of Conftantinaple- prefided in the: firſt "Oecnmenick, 
Council held in that place. Did not Cyril- Biſhop of Alexandria 
preſide in the EpbefinCouncil ? Nor did he thus meerly as 

Legat from the 'Biſhop of Rowe, though indeed-in the bepin- 

ninp of ithe! Synod, he did-repreſent the Biſhop of Rome: even 
as" Flaviams Biſhop of Philipp, did the-place' bf Rufus Biſhop 
of Thefſ#lonica, for afterwards the Biſhop of Rime ſent three 
Legats to the Council, Arcadius and ProjeQus Biſhops, and Phi> 
{ippus a' Presbiter without any mention. of Cyril in 'the com- 
mifſion,yet'S. Cyl :{tiH{ continued preſes: In the other Epbeſiy 
Smmod,' whith likewiſe was only.deelared illegirimate; becauſe 
-of 'its unjaftptoceedings, Dioſcores |Biſhop of | Alexandria'was 
preſes. But this was not:charged as a treſpaſs on'that Council 
that the prefidency was 'given'to Dioſcoru. Tn the fifth Occu> 
menickh Council Vigilius: Biſhop of Rome 101d not preſide, but 
the Patriarch of Cinftaitizople,whether Mena or -Burjchins is riot 
needfulihereito?bedifputed. -By-this (S000) may be'dlemr 
that the preſideneyihOrcnwenickCountils.w notf6lely'appro> 


priate® to' the Biſhop of 'Rome. | ACS | 
Fourthly ,\ was'it allowed in primitive times that *upprals 
Jhould be made from" Oecumenick, 'Synods to the Biſhop of Rome ? 
Sure:T'am St; Cyprimet Epilt. 35% concerhingithe cale of Fittoratus 
and PFe/icifhmiu? conTd inot enduye tharithe 'Biſkd5" 10! 'R ve 
ſhould recopnoſee the ſentetices of choſewh»hid been judped 
in Africk. © The Council 6f Milevis (can. 122 . Prohibirs' appeals 
to 'be madeibut to African Councit, yea'ordiines thoſe to be 
Excommuticated whohall adventare on tranſimarine appeals, 
Xhat is, '6N appeals to Rime;'neithar docyBrlarnmins evaſionad= 
: Rr 2 vantage 
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advantage him,as/if:this:Canon did:prohibit only tranſmarine 
appeals to be made by-Preabiters,' But not by- Biſhops,.for in 
the Greek edition of: thisCanar which isthe 31. in-Zonares.his 
colle&ion, iof the!\Canans: of. Carthage, after mentian \.is made 
of Presbiters;jits'added(s :45-afet fi tmendmy | mAnats I veal, 
that-is,.A5 the like /hath-been.ofcenftaruredconterning Biſhops. 
And beſides the ſixth Council of: Carthege upon a long debate 
with three Biſhops of -Reme, pleading for appeals, decreed that 
no- appeals; be made: to Rome, either by Biſhop, or Presbiter 
and,-canvifted\ the: Biſhop.of: Rome:of falſhood . pretending. a 
Nicen.Cayon for appeals:/to::Reome. Yea,. Pope Damaſus in Epiſt, 
ad Theoph, &' Anyſ. (which is the; fifth CINIEL Epiſtles, 
or Pope Syricius, whom others will have ito be the Author of 
that Epittle) confeſſes he cannot judge in the cafe of Bonoſus, 
the Synod of Cepuas (which yet was not Occrumenical) having 
paſſed a-previous ſentence. therein.. The cavils of Romaniſts 
whereby they would -perſwade the World that the-right of 
appeals was acknowledged Anciently to belong to the 'Ses 
of Rane, might eaſily be confuted, Did I not ftudy to avoide 
rolixity. av 

: That which is; moſt ſpeciouſly objef&ed is the- fift Canon of 
the Sardican Council, but to forvear to reſume all the anſwers 
made. by Proteſtant Authors, let- it ſuffice to [Advertiſe the 
Reader, that:the Council of Serdice was no Orcxmenick, Counr 
cil, elſe -it ſhould be reckoned as the ſecond next the Nicen, 
which it never was, and ſure it is, that the Oriental Biſhops 
would not afſemble with the occidencal, but departed thence 
to. Philippopolis, as teſtifies Socrates lib. 3:.cap.,10, and Conſe- 
quently could make:no Canons obligative to the. univerſal 
Church.' ' Hence Zoners expounding that very Canon, affirms 
that it. only warrants appeals to be made to the Biſhop of Rome, 
by-thoſe that were ſubje& to the Patriarchat of Rome, as many 
of the Weſtern Churches at that time were, which afterward 
became ſ{Ubjed&t to the Patriarch:of Conflentizople. This may 
be jlluftrated 'by ai paralle} Canon of a Council, truely Oecu- 
menical, vis, of Chelcedea, in favours of the Biſhop of Conſtan- 
tinople, for Cen. 17. that Biſhop is made judge of all contro- 
verſies among Biſhops. Were this to be underſtood univer- 
fally, the Biſhop of Reme himſelf ſhould be ſubje& to the 
Biſhop. of. GoniFantinople.': But Zongres, though a Greek, yet 
WW in 
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 inexpounding this other Canon, acknowledges that albeit no 
reſtrifion be expreſſed in the Canon ery ont to be limited 
to thoſe who were ſubjed to the Patriarchat of Conftantinople, 
leſt encroachment ſhould be made on other Sees, Conſequent- 
ly,-by parity -of Reaſou, the Canon of Serdice ( which was 
' no Ocecnmenick, Council) muſt: be: limiced-to thoſe that were 
ſubje& te the Patriarchat of Rome. - And ſo much the rather, 
ſeeing the African Fathers profeſſed they knew no ſuch decree 
of any Council, warranting appeals trom them to Rome , 
whereof ſo many Learned Fathers, no fewer then 217. among 
whom was S. Auguitia could nothaye been .ignorant,had there 
been ſuch a decree of an Oecumenick Council. | 
-- Fifthly, that rhe primitive Church aſcribed not infelibility 
to the Biſhop of Rome, may appear from the contradiqtions he 
met with from the Fathers of the Afietick and A4'ricen Churches, 
theteſtimonies which this Phamphleter alleadged, foran infat- 
lible viſible; Judge have been diſcuſſed, cep. 2. Ot4? 
Sixthly, the Pope of Rome: claimes > Fiterlosto over Princes, 
in ordine ad ſpiritualie, So did not the Ancient Church. Suver 
Imperatorem (faid Optatus lib.3. non efI nifi ſolus Deus, qui ſecit im- 
peratorem, and Tertul. in Apol. cap.3O. Inperatores in ſolius Dei ſunt 
poteſt ate, a, quo ſuns ſecunds, pot quem primi ante omnes, & ſuper 
omnes Deos Er bomines, to thisalſo I ſpoke Pap. 8. againſt Mr. 
Demſier Pag. 172. but have got noreply, Yea, Feſuits would 
be exemprting-all the Clergy from the juriſdi&ion of Princes, 
Hence Bel. lib. decler. cap. 25. non poſſunt & magiſtratu politico 
puniri, vel ullo modo trahi ad magiſtratus ſecularis tribunal. If you 
ask what they hold in caſe one of their Clergy become guilty 
of Leſ-Majeſly, Endemon the Jeſitit and S:mancha as cired by 
-Davenant, determin queſt. 17. Anſwer, That it is an.udſuppoſa- 
ble caſe, in regard they are not ſubje@ to Princes. Which is diame- 
trally repugnant both to Scripture, and Antiquity. Rom. 13.1, 
Let every Soul be ſubje to the Higher Powers. - Every Soul, that. 


Fg 


is, faith,* St. Chryſoſt. Whether he be Evangeliſt, Prophet, or 


% 
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Apoſtle. c* A X 

| Fceventh! y,. the Popes 'of Reme bave \now lid" afide Preaching, 
which is the Principal funQion of Paſtors, ſo did nor the An- 
: cient Biſbops of Rome,'as may appear by the- yet extant Sermons 
of Leo and Greg.' Yea- Roffenſis cont. Luth. art. 25. Fol. 248. edit, 
; Amwerp,.1.545« confeſſes that the Ancient Biſhops. of _ 
ny did 
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did by Sermons inſtrate-the- people) though the preſent” Bi 
ſhops of "Rome, eliis preſi negatijOreghent folum, non paſcant, being 
taken up with other affaires, only reign, but have not feaſtre to. 
Preach: ) 14 51110 110 93K 30 QUT | 2 1900UIDEOTINS $I! 
- Eightly, was the power» of: canriiztivn of: new Suniti, wpprod 
priated-in the: firjt three Cruturies't0 the Biſhops of "Rome ?* The 'firlt 
whom Bell. 1;h, 1.” de'\beat. Sand. cep.8. could'alleadge, tothave 
exerciſed this a& of -canomzation, was Pope' Leo "the third; 
who lived about the end of the eight ' Century. By theſe 
particulars; to' which\ many more might be added ," it "my 
appear that the Popedome' it 'ſelf"is Þur 'a+ bundle” 'of Thh6- 
vations. WHO AN BDINGAI9\3 FIG 10.99 13943 -& FOLK (1950 
In place of a ninth Inſtance T appeal Romaniſts to ſhew'from 
the firſt three Centuries, their Florentin and Trent DoArine, 
ſuſpending the efficacy of Sacraments from the intention of #he Prieſt, 
as it is. expounded by:Bell. Suarez.-Val. Lug. Becan;'8ec. In 
oppoſition to Catharizzus, though this was one of! the firſt ob» 
je&iohs-moved againſt:Mr.Demter;yet I havenot found a teſti- 
mony of Antiquity brought by the Pamphleter, to juſtify*the 
Romith Docrin inithis thing. -/ TY y 
Inſtance tenth, and laft (not to rake longer in the puddle of 
Romifh innovations): ſhall be the impoſed neceſſity ' of & celibat ' on 
the Romiſh Clergy, So manifeſt a Novelty that Pol. Virg. 56.5, 
de invent. rerum cap. 4, ſays Pope; Syric. about (the end'df the 
fourth Century, was the firſt who offered to impoſe it, which 
he proves from Gratian part. 1. diff. 82. and yet that this law did 
not univerſaly prevail in the Weſtern Church, until the time af 
Greg. 7. in the eleventh Century, after this "alſo it met” with 
ſome oppoſition, until Calithurthe ſecond who took the'chair, 
Anno 1119.;andconftrained all undef his jurifdition to ſibmit 
to this impoſition, Hence thefe Lines paſſed "upon him, 


© bone, Calixte nunc omuic Cler, adit te, .... 
Quondam Presbiteri poterant uxoribus utt, «\ 


. Hoc deflruxiſti, poſt quam ts papa fulſti,”| i m— 


So long was it before the Latin Church was full y. conquered 
by the Tyranny of ?opes, univerſally to take on that" Yoke, 
but the Greek Church never yeelded to it, as is acknowledged 

by 
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eceleſiarnm, #liter bujus S. R. eccleſie, nam illarum ſacerdotes, Diacoui 
of ſabd} atopr, Matrimonjb copmantur. 1. e, the' Tradition of the 
Faftern"Ehitrches' is otherwiſe ttien of the Roman, for their 
Prieſts. 'Deacotis, and Subdeac6hs are joyned in marriage. If 
you -will Judge of Antiquity by the Canons which go under 
the name of the Apoſtles, the ſixth of them runs thus, Epiſ- 
copus,” Preibiter, aut diaconus uxorem ſuam Ppretextu religions nou 
#bjicito,, let no Biſhop, Presbiter, or Deacon put Ms Wife 
under. pretext of Religion. ' Clemens Alex. lib. 7, Strom. ſays 
perfeai. Ebriftiani edunt, bibunt, contrabunt  matrimozium , Perfed 
Chriftians Eate, Drink and Marry. Surely then the nawads 
team), the perfe@tion of holy orders is not ſtayned by Mar- 
riage. S:zom, lib. 1, cap. 11. tells of Biſhop Spiridion ty4yin 
Tos tiryerInes, jautmy 3) Taldus tv, 40x" 8 DÞg Tere mi) 36a. Yeo, 
tie was a plain man having Wite and Children, but not ar all 
ite worle, or thereby hindred in holy things. The like teſti- 
mony is given to Greg. Biſhop of Nazianzum, Father to Greg. 
the Nivine. Many more of this kind could be reckoned out, 
as 'Polycrates, Cheremon, Synefius, Sydonius, Appollinari,'&&c. What 
the Tibepe of theſe times was, may appear by St. Athanaſius 
anſwer \to Ty arontiv, who was inclining rather to remain a 

Monk,' then to be a Biſhop, becauſe he ſaw the Biſhops Mar- 
ried men, to whom Athanaſius anſwered, he might be a Biſhop 
and abide unmarried, for (ſays he) multi ex Epiſcopis matrimonia 
Ton jniernunt, Monachi contra liberorum patres fa&i ſunt, quemadmodum 
viciſfim Fpiſcapos filiarum patres, & Monachos generie poſteritatem non 
quefviffe, anim advertas.” T he Lines of Mantuan concerning Hilary 


of Poytiers are known. 


Non nocuit tzhi Progenies, non 0bſlitit uxor, 
+1. |, Legitimo conjunta thoro, won horruit illa, 
2 |»! Tempeflate Dew thalames, cunabals, 14d, 


The Council of Gangra can. 4. pronounces an anathema 
upon them who refuſe to communicate with a Miniſter, be- 
cauſe heis in a Married ſtate. Trs far from Proteſtants to con- 
demn an unwarried ellate, its the impoſing the neceſſity of « 
celibat they fallow, by which ſays Caſſander in Cor fult, art. * 

Th 
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ad onne libid:ni« &. flagitii gents feneſtr# aperta eſſe videtur, 2 pate 
15 opened to, all manner. of licentiouſneſs aull impiety,, for, 
ſays he, things are Come to' that paſs ut vix centefmum inveniar, 
giti & cammercio feminarim abjtinest, bardly one ofan hundred of 
theſe Prieſts live chaſtly,and that there are among them whoſe 
canſtienccs not ſuffering them to live in conſtant whoredom, 
privatim conjugium ineuut, do Marry privacels whereupon the 
more ſober and ingenuous among Romaniſts have wiſhed the 
abrogation of that Law which impoſed Celibat, ſuch as Charles 
the fifth in his interim, Pope Pius the ſecond as Plating relates of 
him _.in his. Life, the Abbot of Paxormo, Polid. Virg. Caſſander, 
Eraſmus. The apboriſm of Anex Sylviu afterward Pope Pins 
the ſecond, is known Sacerdotibus magnz3 ratione ſublatas nuptias, 
majori rejtituerdas videri, i, e, If once there was good reaſon to 
take Marriage. from Prieſts, now: thereappeared. better reaſan 
for. reſtoring it to them. Yet that hot Spur 7urrian the Jeſuit 
maintained Celibat to, be ſo eſſential to holy Orders even by 
a jus divinum, that its no more lawful to. permir Clergy men to 
Marry, then to permit men to fteale, for which judicious Ceſ- 
ſander \martly takes him up as a New Italian logmatiſt. Never 
the leſs he wants. not adherents as Medine, Foanes Major, and 
Clichtowers, ſaith Jeſuit Tirin. But this is condemned by Aqui- 
nas 2. 2. q. $8. art. 21. and by Bell, lib, decler. cap. 18. and many 
others, who becauſe they find the Pope diſpenſing with the 
vow of Celibat, therefore nold that its annexed to ſacred orders 
only by poſitive Law, yet they call it Apoſtolick. Bur ſure, 
if it be Apoſtolick its Divine alſo. Therefore there is a third 
party among them, who confeſs it wholly an humane Law 
(fo exceeding are thoſe men broke among themſelves, how 
vainly ſo ever they boaſt of unity) Hence Gratian cauſ. 26. q. 2. 
cap. Sors. Copula Sacerdotis nec legali, nec Evangelica, nes Apoſtolice 
authoritate probibetur, Ecclefiaſtica tamen interdicitur, - Where the 
Eccleſiaftick Law injoyning Celibat is contradiſtinguithed from 
all Divine Law, whether legal, Evangelical, or Apoſtolical. - 
But the'more ſober and ingenuous party among them are born 
down by the violent and Jeſuired fation, who conclude with - 
Bell. lib, de Cler. cap. 19. mullo modo expedire boc tempore ut re- 
laxetur. So pertinacious are they that though the more in- 
genuous of their own Church, have bewailed the impieties 
which that impoſition hath produced, and thereupon have 

pleaded 


Romiſh Novelty, 313 


| pleaded to have the ſeverity of that Law mitigated, yet the 


hot heads conclude, Its not at all expedient that there ſhould 
be any relaxation of that impoſition, they will rather hold on 
their SLE (if they way be termed Clan- 
deſtin after ſo many ſolemn teſtimonies of them)then grant the 
liberty of Gods Ordinance of marriage. Might they not at leaſt 
have remembred that many of their Popes were the Sons of 
Presbiters,as Boniface the firſt, Agepetw,Sylverius, & many more, 
as witneſſes Platine. Either then theſe Popes muſt be Baſtards, 
which Gratien cannot endure _dift $6. cop. Ofins papa, or the 
Church in thoſe days impoſed not the neceſfity of a celibat. 
Doth not Auſtix bereſ. 40, - profeſs that-the Church i1i his days, 
plurimos habuit Monachos & clericos conjugio utentes, Many Monks 
and Clergy men living ina Married eſtate. I will conclude 
therefore with the ſaying of thoſe in Mentuen. 


Tutu eſſe oolunt qua lex Divina finebat, 
Iſfie wia, weterumg, ſequi veſtigia patrum, 
Quorum wits fuit melior cum conjuge, quam nunc 


Noſira ſit, excluſis thalamws, & conjugis uſu. 


That the old primitive Biſhops and Miniſters lived more 
Holyly with their Wives, then now adays is done without 
them 3 and rherefore it is ſafer to walk in their footſteps, to 
which we are pointed by the Law of God. 

Thus I have hinted at another decad of Romiſh innovations, 
to which many more Might be added. ' I am not ignorant of 
the Cavils, whereby the advocates of the Romith cauſe endea- 
vour to hide the Novelty of theſe thinps from the eyes of the 
World. Some of them I have touched here, orhers for brevi- 
ties ſake I have paſſed by,bur all are fully confuted by our 
controverſifts. When'l conſider the deceitful pretexts of An- 
tiquity, whereby Romaniſts do Varnifh' over their inventions, 
my heart cannot but' bleed for the people, who are implicitely 
given up to ſuch notorious Cheats. - Its pure compaſſion to 
miſled Souls, which drawes this freedom from me, and not any 
choler or prejudice againſt perſons: 
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| A/Sicond. APPENDIX © 
CHAP.. VII, 


The Pamphleters impertimeut' Citations from Juſtin 

Martyr, together.with a new Catalogue of Herefies, . 
falfly charged on Proteſtants, bntefly diſ= 
cuſed, 


He Pamphleter Pag. 156. pitches on Juſtin Martyr, as if 
from him he could prove the preſent Romiſh Religion, yet 
cannot find a veſtige in him of their infallible viſible 
Judge, of their Popes ſupremacy, of their adoration 

of Images, or Relids, of the half communion, of their Pur- 

gatory , Canonical Authority of Apocryphal Books, @c, 

Indeed Fuftin gives an account of the Chriftian Religion in 

his days, in oppoſition both to Heathens and Jews. Secing 

therefore the Pampbleter hath pitched upon him- particularly, 

E appeale not only ſuch an ignorant Plagiary 4s this perſon, but all 

the induſtrious; Antiquaries of -the Romiſh. Party, to try if in 

Tuſtin Martyr thie complex of the preſent, Tridentin Faith can be 

found... If-they -can-demonſtrate ir, I faith fully. promiſe to 

turn a Herauld of their Religion. If nor, which themſelves 
know to be impoſſible for them. to do, let them ceafe to abuſe 
ſimple Souls, as if their Religion were the Religion of Fuftin 

Martyr and: of; Ancient. Fathers. .- oo oo 1 

' Bur hath the--Pampbleter. made, any, new. diſcoveries fyom 

Juſtin Martyr 2-, Notatall. Only he. has falched; four . tr-vial.oþ- 

Jjedions from Bell. which conclude nothing againſt Proteſtants. 

The Firſt is concerning free-will. 'All that Filin Mart ſays,as-to 

zhis, we do admit, for he neither aſſerts that man does that 

which is ſpiritually good without grace, nor that the ST 

@ 


Charged oh Proteſtants. dr 
_ of grace does depend ou mans will. Of this T have ſpoken 
ſufficiently cp. 7. 1n the examination of the Pampbleters eighth 
Inftance. The Fyrer is concerning merit, but Fuftin only afferts 
their is. a reward for the Righteow, from which an argment to pro- 
per merit-'is wholly -inconſequent, ſeeing their is & reward of 
grace, 4s well «s of debt. Concerning this alſo, ſee what hath 
been ſaid cap. 7. Inftance, 9. The third is of the efficacy of Bap- 
tiſm, concerning which we likewiſe grant Sacraments to be 
exhibitive ſigns and ſeals, but Fuftin hath nothing of the Po- 
piſh opas operatum. The fourth is of the Euchariſt, concerning 
which, we likewiſe admit al} that Fuſftin Marty ſays, viz. that 
the bread and wine in the Eucharift are not common bread and wine, 
being conſecrated by Divine inſtitution, and ſo may be truly called 
the body and blood of Chrift, as ſigns uſually receive the denomi- 
nation of the thing ſignified. But does- Faſtin Martyr ſay, as 
Romaniſts, that: the ſubſtance of. bread and wine-is deſtroyed, 
and the phyſical ' body.and blood of Chriſt ſubſtituted under 
thoſe accidents of bread and wine? The fiftion of Tranſub- 
ftantiation was not. hatched in Fufin Mariyrs days. Thus the 
Pamphleters boaſts concerning Fujtin Martyr have ſoon evaniſhed 
into Froath-::1Yet though Juſtin had -dogmarized:in all theſe . 
particuJars,”as' lo Romaniſte, it would not follow thathe had 
approven the whole Syſtem of the preſetit Romiſh Faith, In 
which many more errors are engroſſed. © * : 

Pag. 158. 159, he patches upagain # Catalogue of Hereſtes 
which he charges on Proteſtants, whereih he diſcovers ſo much 
ignorance, unfaithfullneſs and indifcretion, that I ſhall paſs 
them witl an'overly touch. 7 bE 

And firſt he charges us, with the error of Simon Magus, ſaying 
that men are not ſaved by goed works, apud Iren. lib. 1. cap. 20, 
Anſwer, Simon Magus denyed the neceſſity of good works, 
which we conſtantly affirm, only we deny good works to be 
properly meritorious of eternal Life, which was never con- 
demned as Hereſy by any, but late Romaniſts. | 

S-cond]y he charges us; as ſaying with Crrinthus that Children 
may be ſaved without Baptiſm, apud Epiph.” hereſ, $8. But Epiph. 
in bereſ. 8. bath no ſuch thing for there he treats de Fpicuy, 
Indeed bereſ. 28. he treats of the Cerintbijens, but is ſo far from 
jimputiug that error to them, that when any of their humber 
dyed, they Baptized a living XY for the dead. L's: 

2 enat 
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that prafiſe from 1:Cor, 15.'29., There 'be other Hereticks 


who deny Baptiſm to be-a ſtanding ordinance. of Chriſt, as 
Manichces , Seleucians and: Henricians apud' Ang. hereſ. 16. & 
hereſ. 59. ( with whom Socinians and-Bruakefs joyn iſſue ) 
who are al] condemned by Proteſtants, as'may be 'feen.in Voſs 
de Bapt. diſp. 7. Theſ. 4. & 5.  Had' the 'Ancient Church held 
Baptiſin abſolutely neceſſary to Salvation, would they have 
delayed it ſo long ?. would they. in many places limited it to 
Eaſter and Pentecoſt ?; could it be but. in the intervals many 
behoved to dye without Baptiſm? See Socrates Hiſt. Eccleſ. 
lib. 5. 21. Would the: Church have expoſed them to ſuch ne- 


ceſlity of periſhing Eternally ? yea many Popiſh Authors deny- 


the abſolute neceſſity of it,of whom Dr. Morton giveth a large 
account appeal, lib, 2, cep. 13. Sed. 5, 

Thirdly, ſays he, with Plotinians we affirm that God hath com- 
manded ſomethings impoſſible, apud ___ But tells not where. 
I find one Plotins noted by a Caſtro de here. lib.14. tit virginitas, 
for Heterodoxy concerning the ſtate. of virginity, but as to a 
poſſibility of keeping the commands of God, he ſpeaks noth- 
ing of him. In what ſenſe God commands things impoſflible 
. I have expounded cep. 7. in the.examination of the Pampbleters 

Inflance 10. and ſhew the conformity of our DoArine herein 
with the Ancient Church,and the opoſite Dofrine of Roman- 
iſts to be Pelagianiſm. 

Fourthly , he ſays , with Manichbees apud Aug. lib. 2. cont. 
Fauum Manicheum we pull down Altars. Anſw. the Altars againſt 
which Fautw exclaimes are Communion Tables which we -al- 
low. But St. Aſtin takes occaſion thereby to clear two truths 
which Romaniſts oppoſe, one, that they in the Holy Com- 
munion celebrate no proper Sacrifice ſed memoriam peratii $4- 
crificii, Another that they worſhip departed Saints only with 
that worſhip of Love and Society, quo coluntur in hoc vite 
ſanii Homines , wherewith Saints in this Life are Honour- 


Fifthly, he ſays, with Donatifs, we hold the Baptiſm of Chriſt 
and Fobn were the ſame in Aug. lib. 2. cont. lit. Petil. cap. 32. and 
24: Anſw. Petilian faid Fobn only gave water, Chriſt the 
pirit, and the Holy Ghoſt fire, he denyed that by Fobns 
Baptiſm the Holy Ghoſt was given at-all, the contrary 
whereof is maintained. by Proteſtants. It was really exhi- 


bitive 
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_ exhibitive of grace, though the grace was not Originally from 
' _ Fobn. | 
7 What ſixthly, he objedts of our denying with the Aerians the 
Fafts of the Church, and Prayers for the dead, he had ſaid before 
Seq, 5. Pag. 99. and accordingly was confited, cap. 4. 
Sea: 2s | ? 

Seventhly, he ſays, we with Julian forbid the uſe of Images, 
and ſign of the croſs, apud Sozom. lib.5. cap, 2c. and Euſeb. lib, 7, 
cap. 14. who may not here ſee this Pampbleter Scratches up his 
Citations implicitly from others, for Erſeb. neither does nor 
could relate ſuch a thing of Julian, being dead before Fulian 
came to the Empire. Yea, fulian was ſo far from being an enemy. 
to Image worſhip, that Spondan, ad annum 362, n. 6, ſhews how 
Julian endeavoured to engage Chriſtians to worſhip the Images 
of his Heatheniſh Idols. And Nazians. oret. 3. calls him 146- 
lienum. As for us we do not ſimply condemn the uſe of Images, 
and Croſſes, but adoration of them, as hath been cleared: up. 
c#p. 7. Inſtance 7. But of adoration of Images thet*s not a 
veſtige in theſe places cited. only Sozomen relates that Fulian. 
pulled down that ſtatue at Ceſarea,which was faid to be Chriſts. 
and fet up- his own in place of jt, which was ſtricken from 
Heaven with Thunder. The Apoſtat having erc&ed his own 
ſtatue in ſpire againſt, Chriſt, and cap. 5, when Julian had com- 
manded to reedify the Temple of Feruſalem, there came fire 
out of the Earth and conſumed the Builders, and its faid the 
_ figurs of Croſſes and Stars appeared npon their Cloaths, But 
of adoration of Images, or of Croſſes, nothing is ſaid. Nay: 
its inſinuated that ſomein thoſe times doubted the truth of the 
Relation. ; 

What eightly is objze&ted to us, from Hierome , concerning 
the Herefies f Fovinian and V igilantizs was objefted before.Sed.5;. 
pag. 100, and diſcuſſed cap. 4. Sea. 2, 

Ninthly, he ſays, that with Pelagians we brag of aſſurance of 
Salvation,epud Hierom. lib. 3. cont. Pelag. We do not brag of it, 
weonly fay through grace it may. be attained, yer make it not 
abſolutely neceſſary to Salvation, neither was this ever con- 
demned as a Petagian error. That which St. Hierom. refutes 
in the place cited as C hamier ſhews lib. 3. cap. 20. Sed. 4. Is. 
the finleſs perfe&tion in time, which Papijts and Quakers fol- 
lowing Pelagians do maintain, yea, not only Ancient hay 

ur 
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but alſo diverſe Popiſh Authors aſſent to us 'in the matter 
of alſurance as St. Ambroſe , Catharinus, Marcus , Marinarits, 
8r6;- by | b 7 Is 
Tenthly, he ſays, with Fovinians we maintain that they -who bave 
received grace in Baptiſm cannot finally fall away apud,Auguit. But 
the Hereſy where with St. Auguſt. in here. 82. (which [ think 
the Pamphleter would have cited) charges Fovmian was, that he 
affirmed, that after Baptiſm men could not ſin. Which none 
of us affirm, an immunity from final Apoſtacy, and a total 
immunity from fin are very ditferent things. 
Eleventhly, he fays, that with Vigilantius we bold Church men 
ought to marry,apud Hierom. cont. Vigil, weſay no ſuch thing, we 
only ſay, its lawful for them, but not that they are bound 
ro do it. is there not a difference betwixt Licere and Opor- 
tere £ | 
Twelfthly, He charges us with the madneſs of the Anthrope- 
morphits, ſaying that the body of Chriſt remaines not in the Euchariſt, 
if it be keept till the morrow, apud Cyril! as Colloſyrium, To this 
objeaion of Breerlys, it was long ago replyed by Dr. Marten 
appeal. lib. 5. cap. 8. and lib. 2. cap. 3. that Romaniſts do more . 
reſemble the madneſs of the Anthropomeorpbits by pifturing and 
worſhiping God the Father, in' the likeneſs of an old man, 
and that Proteſtants do not altogerher condemn all referva- 
tions of the Euchariſt, eſpecially theſe in the Ancient Church, 
in order to eating and participation, in caſe of abſence from 
the congregation, thorow ſickneſs and perſecution, and in 
ſuch reſervations for Sacramental uſe,the conſecrated elements 
remaine to be the body and blood of Chriſt Symbolically, 
which is all that Cyril intended, for then the Sacramental ation 
is continued. Bur the Popiſh reſervations for circumgeſta- 
tion, proceſſion, and adoration, is a manifeſt innovation with- 
out any veſtige of Antiquity. Ancients were wont to give 
the remainders of the Euchariſt to Children, or School Boys, 
to be eaten ſays Niceph, Hife. lib. 17. cap. 25. and Euag. Hiſt. 
lib. 4. cap. 35. which was an evidence they looked not on them 
as a Sacrament, when the Sacramental uſe ceaſed, elſe they 
would not have given theſe elements to Children, who could 
not diſcern the Lords body, I only add that theſe reſer- 
vations uſed by Ancients, are now abrogated in tbe Romiſh 
| Church, 
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 Chnecy; as 15. acknowledged by Darant, 'de ritibw, lib, 1. cap. 
- Thirtenthly, What he objects of Pelagians concerning Baptiſm, 
of Equomians concerning juſtification by F gj1h alone, and of Arriens 
concerning Tradition, was. qbjedted Pag.i00, and was accordingly 
diſcuſſed cop, 4. Sed. 2. lang. bop .b210%5- 
Fourtenthly, He ſhuts us all with three teſtimonies Concerning 
the infallibility of the Chureh of Rome, The 1w2 firſt are from St. 
Gypriat and St. /ren. which he oft repeats. in his- Pamphler. 
T hat of 1ren. I examined cap. 7, Þnffance I.: I ſhall now there- 
_ foreonly take notice of that from; Cyp. and. of the other from 
the Council of Chalcedon. . Who would not admire the impu- 
dency of this Pampbhleter, there being no. more luculent wit- 
neſſes againſt theinfallibility, and ſupremacy of the Pope then 
St. Cyp. and the Council of Chalcedon ? He repreſents Cyprians 
teſtimony thus Epijt. 55. to Peters Chaire, ang the principal Church, 
infidelity or falſe. Dofirine canot bgve acceſs. To which its an- 
ſwered, x, That if anargument hold from that teſtimony of 
St, Cyp. for papal infallibility, it will likewiſe conclude all the 
beleeving Romans to be infallible, for their Cyprian ſays, ad 
Romanos., quorum fides. Afoſtolo predicante landata ef, perfidia non 
poteſt habere acceſſum. that  pertidy. cau have no acceſs to beleev- 
ing Romans. But ſecondly who warranted the Paniphbleter to 
render, perfidia, by infidelity or falſe ' Dofrine.-\ As aft $t. 
Cyprian were only ſpeaking of errors in dogmatical points, 
where as certainly Cyprians words relate alſo, if not princi- 
pally to queſtions of fa&t, for he ſubjoyns equum & juſftum eſt, 
ut uniuſcujuſque cauſe illic audjatur, ubi crimen admiſſum eſt. Its: 
juſt that every mans cauſe be heard in that place, where the- * 
crime was committed. fo that the perfidy of which Cyprian 
| ſpeaks may be expounded of unfaichfulneſs in judging of 
crimes, and in examining of ſuch queſtions of Fad. I ſuppoſe 
Romaniſts will grant ropes may erre, yea Cyprian a little after, 
pleads.theiAuthority of the African Bifoops to be no leſs then 
of the Italian Biſhops for judging in ſuch caſes. Thirdly does 
not Cyprian Epiſt. 74. ad Pompeium accuſe Pope Stephanus not 
only of error but as mantaining cauſam bereticorum, the cauſe 
of Hereticks againſt the Church. Unleſs theretore St. Cyprian 
be made-to contradid himſelf, he cannot here affert he . road 
bility: 
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infallibility of the Romiſh Church. Fourthly and laſtly, theſe 
words non poteſt habere acceſſum, cannot have acceſs ; mult not 
be ſtrained, as excluding. a poſſibility of erring, Non poteſt, 
being frequently raken for that, which could not readily or 
eafily be, as matters then-ſtood., Examples might be 'brought 
trom Sacred, and prophane wht yea and from Cyprian 
himſelf, Luk, 11.7, when the man ſaid, I cannot riſe, he meant 
not impoſſibility of riſing. Is not Ciceros phraſe known, 
facere non potui, ut aibil tibi literarum darem, yea and St. Cyprian 
himſelf in Concil. Carthag. ſent. 1. nullu Epiſcopus puteſt elium 
judicare , yet the preſent uſurpation of the Romiſh Biſhop 
ſhews their is no impoſſibility in the thing. 

As to the laft teſtimony, which is from the Council of Chalced. 
aQ. 16. Where all primacy, and chief Honour is ſaid to be 
kept to the Biſhop of Rome, he ſhould haveremembred that pre- 
(ently it is ſub)oyned. That the ſame Honours are Cue to 
the Biſhop of Conſtantinople. The Council of Chalcedon was ſo 
far from acknowledging the abſolute ſupremacy of the Biſhop 
of Rome, that upon that account, its difallowed- by the Popes 
of Rome, as teſtifies Bell. lib. 2. de pont. cap. 18 Is it not ſuper- 
lative effrontedneſs to Triumph on the teſtimony of thoſe 
Fathers which themſelves are conſtrained do difallow for op- 
poſing the primacy of their Pope ? Muſt not theſe men 
durdxemxpimu (elf condemned ? ET 


CHAP. 


ATT 


—— 


CHAP. VIII, 


A Confutation of the Pamphleters 'Laft 'SeRtion, 
wherein, beſide other things, his three Notes of the 
Catholick Church, v:z. Miracles Converſion 
of Infidels, and SanCtiry of Life, are examined, 
and by them alſo the Trath of the-reformed' Re- 
ligton, and falſhood of the Popiſh Religion, i 


Demonſtrated, 


£ 


- &. 'He Pampbleter in his laſt SeJion ſhuts up all with an empty 

'Y - Triumph, as if in the former Sefions he had demoliſhed 

« the reformed Religion, and in this did eftabliſh the 
Romiſh Church, as the truly Catholick Church, and the pre- 
ſent Romiſh Religion, as the only true Chriſtian Religion. 
But hope ic ſhall ſhortly appear,he feeds himſelf with a fancy, 
for to ſay the Truth, Popery is but a Leproſfie ſuperinduced 
_ upon the Chriſtian Religion. | 


'S'EC:T; 


4 bundle of the Pamphlerers moſt impndent S landers againſt 
© Proteſiants RejeRed, * i 


Or .raifing. this his, Babyloniſh Pyramid from Pag. 161. to 
_- 164. he Charges.Proteſtanes, with +mpious, tenents, moſt 
falſly, as that they.change faiths certainty into probability, mock, at 
the mitives of credibility, affirm errors jn. integrals to be_indiffecent 10 
cur beleefe. that in penning Scripture the Apoſtles themſelves were ngt . 
infallible, (of this laſt blaſphemy he accuſes' K aymlds and Whit- 
taker, but like one who had Learned the art of, Slandering, he - 
* tells not where) that Proteſtants. ſet forth a new Goſpel of, their cwn, 
wg AS | | Sx "> * "—_—_— 
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nding no true Scripture before, that they abandon the Ancient Church 
nagar hy they allow no faſting but for temporal ends, that 
beſt aftions are fins, and bald pom eaſie task , that we acknow- 
ledge no Authority of *Councits, and Fathers,” geeld to no evidence of 
reaſon, ſubmit to no judge, &c. All and every one of which Pro- 
reſtant..Churches execrate as. ppomingule Foſitions..' Are not 
fuch arrant lyes anoble baſis for his Babyloniſh ſuper ſtruc- 
eme ?. . | | | - 


"YE C1 


The Pamphlerers equiooration \in proppunding the grounds of 
. the Romiſb Religion, 


S he belies us, ſo he equivocates Jeſuitically in pro- 
pounding the grounds of the Romith Religion Pag. 165. 
which he thus expreſles. Scripture and 4poſtolical Tradition con- 
ſerved in the Church, as delivered and expounded by her, as infallible 
propounder and judge. Though this Sophiſter ſeem to magnify 
Scripture and Traditton, yet lealt the ſimple Reader be im- 
fed upon, it would beadverted, 1, That Romaniſts dare 
not adventure their cauſe upon Scripture alone, therefore 
Tradition muſt be zoyned with it. yea, nor ſecondly,on both 
joyntly, their innovations would find no patrociny in Tra- 
ditions truly Apoſtolical, more then in Scripture, therefore 
neither Scripture nor Traditionis further to be beleeved by 
them; then as expounded by the Church, thar is ſurely by the 
Romiſh Church. Thirdly leaſt the Church 'ſhould be called 
to an account for her properan, ſhe muſt be held for an infal- 
lible propounder and Judge, yet, Fotirthly,that none of the 
divided parties of the Romiſh Communion be offended, this 
priviledge muſt be aſcribed ro the Church in General terms, 
nor defining whither Pope or Council be thar infallible Judge. 
In a'word t ore Scripture and Tradition be complemented, 
as if they were held as grounds of Religion, yet neither of 
them are really their grounds, bur rhe decifion of the preſent 
Church, that is, according to: Jeſuits, what the Pope and his 
Jeſuited conclave pleaſe. and therefore Pg. 168. he under- 
rakes to prove as his grand Theſis, Thet the Churches Authority 
as 
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#4. at infallible propornder is neceſſary to maky the. Divine teuths.con- 
rained in Scripture, or delivered by Apeſtelical Traditian, hath ſolid 
and infallible grounds to us. If you abſtra themfrom the  atican 
Oracle, you can have no. ſolidity, or: infallibility either in 
AA or Apoſtolical Tradition. A noble baſis of Faith 

ooth'! | | 


SECT. III, 


Three Proviion of the Pamphleter, oz which all the intereft 
of the Papacy doth hang, Canvaſed, 


TY ſupport this tottering Pillar on which all their for- 
tunes doe hang, Pag. 170. Three things be undertakys to 
prove. I. That there is an infallible propeunder. 2. That the true 
Church is this infallible propounder. 3. That the Roman Church is 
the only true Church. If he fail in proving any of theſe, the 
Romiſh intereſt -periſkes infallibly, much more if he ſuccumb 
in them all, let us therefore trace him a little. 


SUBSECT. I. 


The Pamphleters Sopbiſms for bir firſt Propoſition , vis, 
That their is p infallible Proponnder , briefly 
Diſcuſſed. 


Or the infallibility of a Propounder (which I hope was 
ſufficiently confuted, cap. 2.) he ergues firſt thus Pag. 176. 

if their be #0 infallible propounder, then holy Scripture is propeunded 
by fallible means, and ſo there can be no infallible certainty of Faith. 
Anſw.'t. This argument might more forcibly . be retorted 
ad bominem. The Scriptures according to this Pampbleter are 
corrupted both in originals and Tranſtations. Ergo, there 
has been no infallible propounder, elfe the Scriptures had been 
better looked to. Bur ſecondly,l anſwer, by denying his laſt 
conſequence, for to the certainty of Faith, its enough that we 
have a certain and infaflible rule of Faith, though 1tbe con- 
veyed to us by fallible _ Even as though Euwlds cle 
_ t 2 ments 
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elements be conveyed to me by a: fallible Hand, yet-theevi-. 
dences of his demonſtrations may breed-.in me an infallible 
afſent to-his propoſitions... 'So the infallible certainty of the 
Scriptures, as the rule of Faith, may beget an infallible affent 
to Divine truths, though the \Hands! by which/it is conveyed: - 
. were not infallible. Irs true it might have miſcarried inthe 
conveyance, had not the watchful providence of a gracious 
God preſerved his holy word from perifhing, or being cor- 
rupted. Yea, the fallibility of the means and Hands by which 
it 15 tranſmitted to us, .demonſtrates:the ſpecial care that God 
has of "his Church, that notwithſtanding the means were fo 
fallible 'in themſelves 3 yet God preſerved 'the Scriptures in- 
tallibly. Nor can it rationally be denyed that the means of 
conveyance are of themſelves fallible, ſeeing he made uſe of 
mfidel Fews to preſerve the Scriptures of the Old Teſtament, 
as well as of the- Chriſtian Church, But T anſwer, Thirdly, 
the moft that this obje&tion can conclude, is that the Tradi- 
tion of the Church whereby ſhe atteſts the: Truth of the. 
Scriptures, is: certain, which Proteſtants freely admit, and 
make uſe of ir, as one of the motives of Credibility, to prove 
the truth of the Scriptures. Neither is that to be looked 
upon- as a Tradition ſimply-unwritren, the ſame truth being 
written that all Scriptures are of Divine inſpiration, 2 Tim. 3. 
Neither in any meaſure doth it.infringe the ſufficiency of the 
written word. As when a faithful rtabellarius brings a Letter 
fully containing his Maſters mind, he may atteſt the truth of 
the Letter, although he remitall the particulars of his Maſters 
will to be gathered from the Letter it ſelf. And indeed it is 
much more eaſie to atteſt the truth of a Letter, then faithfully 
to remember, and give an account of many intricate parti- 
culars. In this laſt a very honeſt Meſſenger thorow weak- 
neſs might fail. This ſimile is Excellently improven by 
Dr. Taylour, Part. 2. Of his diſſwaſive in the Introdudi- 
On. : , . . 
The Pamphleter argues, ſecondly ibid, Faith comes by bearing 
and therefore as there are infallible bearers and beleevers, / alſo.in- 
fallible Teachers, Anſw. What do Romaniſts and Jeſuits prate 
of infallible. beleevers ? Do they not teach that beleevers may 
totally apoſtatize and become. Infidels 2 A goodly infallibility 
forſooth ! If implicit Romaniſts be infallible beleevers, why 
| may 
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may.notthe: Turkiſh Muſelmans, alſo retend to. .infallibility 
in beleeving the Alcoren ! But though chis Pamphleter do/rant 
here of infallible belcevers, yet were.he at. Rome its: probable 
he would change his tone, for as. Dr. Ti/tonſon, on a_like;occa- 
fon did advyertile.his,;adverſary, . S. we Proteſtants are told that 
at, Rome. lives. an Old: Gentleman, who takes it ill, if any be termed 
infallible beſides bimſelf. Ina word therefore I anſwer, if by in- 
fallible beleevers he mean, that every beleever hath ſuch an 
aſſiſtance of the ſpirit, as doth exempt him from all Dofrinal 
errors in Religion, its denyed that beleevers are chus.privi- 
ledged, the contrary being, evident, from the. caſe. of: the be- 
leeving Gelatians and Corinthians, who. yet were [initten with ab- - 
ſurd errors.” Muſt St. Cp. St. Aug. &c., Be diſcarded from 
the number. of. beleevers, becauſe, of.the errors where. with 
theſe. bleſſed Souls were. tainted ? Ar laſt. he would bethink 
unſelf in what category to place erroneous Popes, of whom 
ome SESODNE WHk given, cap. 2. Sef,:2, If therefore, by infal- 
lible. beleevers. he only ;mean. thoſe: who beleeve infallible 


truths, upon the Authority.of God ſpeaking in the Scriptures, 
I grant there are infallible beleevers in this ſenſe, and propor- 
tionably. infallible . Teachers, who.teach infallible truths from 
oe IOPArtt. But, hence. jt doth not follow that, there are 


iid g 4 


from: al) Dodrinal_ errors. in, Religion, whereof the, people 
muſt be aſſured before they give an aſſent of Faith to any Ar- 
ticle of Religion. . And the rather ſeeing the Faith of belee- 
vers is not. reſolved on the Authority of their Teachers, bus 
the Faith, both. of; Teachers, and. Hearers on. the Authority of 
God ſpeaking, in the Scriptures, ,So.that.this objeion at moſt 
proves that there are infallible truths, and an infallible ruleand 
ground of Faith, which is freely granted: Rr 

- He urges thirdly, Pag. 171. No other infellible means of beleeving 
_ Canhbe aſſigned, for theſe who underſtand not originals,  Anſw. What 

if I ould remit the Pampbleter to graple with Dr. Ti/lotſon.who 


mzintaines that if a man belecve the Chriſtian Dodrine, though upon 
week and competent grounds, yet _if be live up in his pradiise to the 
Dodrine of, Chriitianity, he may. be ſaved, and he brings ſome rea- 
ſons. to. confirm this, aſſertion, in_ the Preface before his Ser- 
mons, which T have not as, yet. heard that his adverſary. F. $. 

diſcuſſed. If that notion of the DoQor ſhould preyaile, 

agree le uf 7 Ot On 00> tp SO Sy! _ 


hath 


+ 
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the obje&ion of the Pampbleter falls to the gronnd. But when 
a}l chat is confuted, I have this more to fay, vis, that though 
propounders be fallible, and Hearers ignorant of Originals, 
yet the Dodrine it felf being-atteſted by the miracles of 
Chrift, and his Apoſtles, and Sealed by the death of ſo many 
Martyrs, and having a felf evidencing Light in it felf, of 
which we ſpeake cap. 3. and a Divine efficacy upon the heart, 
there is a ſufficient and infallible ground of beleeving Scrip- 
ture Truths. | 
He argues fourthly, ibid. there x no leſs neceſſity that the Church 
be infallible in propounding, then the evangeliits in penning, O im- 
pudent blaſphemy / Are Romiſh propounders , Popes and 
Biſhops, ated by a prophetical Spirit, no lefs then the Pen- 
men of Holy Scripture? Why then are not the definitions of 
cheir Church added to the Canon of Scripture ? Popes muſt 
ſpeak with tongues, and work miracles before we beleeve them 
to have prophetical inſpiration. Is not now the Canon of 
Scripture conſigned ? Is there need now (the rale of Faith 
being compleated) of the fame aſfiſtance which was at the 
compiling of that rule ? Ce 
He argnes fifthly, ibid. That our Saviour owns the neceſſity. of an 
irfallible propounder, granting that the Fews bad not finned "q refufing 
to beleeve in him, if -by bis works aud wonder be bad not evident 
himſelf to be the Son of God. A Childiſh argument : Chrift in- 
deed affirmed himſelf to be infallible, bur it does not follow 
Ergo, he owned the neceſſity of an infallible propounder in a 
times. I conſidered before that word of Chriſt to the Jews 
Fob. 15. and ſhew that the moſt which can be concluded, from 
it, is, that there muſt be an 'objetive. evidence of the rule 
od Faith which may be without the propounders infallibi- 
': $4 
Sixthly, be ſays, ibid. The gift of miracles was given to the 
Apoſtles and left in the Church to ſhew there infallible aſiiftance. Anſw. 
there is more here faid then proven; that the Apoſtles had the 
gift of miracles is not denyed, but that this gift was to be left 
in the Church, ſo as no Divine truth ſhould be beleeved, no 
Scripture, or ſenſe thereof aſſented to untill the infalliblility 
of the propounder were proven by new miracles, is more then 
can be made good, And if it were ſo, none of. the Romith 
Miſſionaries ſhould be beleeved, for they work no — 
e 


- 
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_ He ſays, if this aſſertion of his be not admitted, then all ſhould be 
anſwered that be Objefied, Sei. 4. that .being, (T hope) ſuf- 
ficiently done , in its proper place, this Obje&tion Evani- 


ſhes... | | 

His ſeventh ant laſt objeflion Pag. 173. Tf all Councils and all 
the Fatbers be rant let Proteitants bring nothing but Scripture, 
and then all their Volumes of Comroverſy will not come to one- Line. 
Behold the impudency of this Caviller! Is there not a Line 
of Scripture in all our controverſy writters ? Would Papiſts 
frand to this appeal, that nothing be received as an Article of 
Faith; but what is warranted by Holy Scripture, I hope our 
debates with them Thould ſoon be near an end. Is not this the 
chief controverſy betwixt them and us, whether the Scrip- 
rure be the compleat rule of Faith, we afferting and they de- 
n ing? Bat ex ſuperabundanti we ſhew the conſonancy of our 
Kel on with Fathers and Ancient Councils. | 
n Theſe his feven Sophilhis forthe neceſſity of an infallible 
fropouneler we have the more briefly diſcuſſed, this Queſtion 
being at length before debated, cap. 2. Thus his firſt propo-_ 
fition falling: which is the baſis of the- other two, the whole- 
firuture of Roman Faith muſt come no-nought. | 


' , 


" $SUBSECT. 11, 
The Pamphleters ſecond Propoſition , viz , that the true- 
| Church # the Infallible Propounder , 

\ Conſidered, ._ | 


T F there be no neceſſity of ſuch an infallible propounder as 

Romaniſts contend for, as hath been proved, cap. 2, then 
his ſecond propoſition, falls with its own weighe;. Yerwhat 
he ſays, for this alſo ſhall: briefly! be taken co Conſiderati- 


andfirſthe remarks Pag. 174. tht there be three Foundations 
or grounds of Faith, viz, Chriſt, 1 Cor. 3. 11. Secondly the Apofiles- 
end Prophets, Epbeſ..2. 20.. Thirdly. the Church, 1 Timoth. 3.15. 
I wonder that with Belf, he doth nbt mention arfourth. The 
Pope blafphemouſly applying to'/him that Scripture:1ſe. 28.16; 
| V3: | | If 


*% | op ; I A. 
It any-of thp places *make 


third, I Timoth. 3, 15, byctie.ſhould have remembred, that its 
queſtioned;'by interpreters. whether, ic be the Church that. is 
there called the Foundation, or if it be not. rather that which 
follows, God-manifeſted in the Fleſh, andif, is, berhe Chireh, 
whether it be the. Catholick: Church,.qr.only;,the; particular 


tak 


Faith. att et a EET SRL? 
_- He endeavours to confirm this remarks, Pag.'176. by alleadging 
ſome promiſes of an infallible: judge, Iſai. 2. 2,3., Math. 16.19. 
Math. 18. 19. Epbeſ. 4.11... But none of: theſe promiſe abſo- 
lute infallibility to the Church, Not that 7ſai. 2. 2. 3. Cannot 
Chriſt Teach by the Scriptures, by his Spirit, yea, by Paſtors 
alſo, though Paſtars be not in all things infallible ?. yet while 
Paſtors adhere to the rule of the word they are de fa&o infal- 
lible, albeir they. have .not entailed tothem a (perpetual aſfi- 
ſtance 'in all things, whereof the Hearers muſt. .antecedently 
be aſſured before they beleeve any thing propounded by them. 
Nor that Math. 16. 19. Tndeed the rock Chriſt on which the 
Church is built is infallible, but not the Church. The not 
prevailing of the gates-of | Hellapainſt her, prove no more her 
infallibility ther her impeccability.: 'Ic only holds out: Satan 
ſhall*not be: able utterly to extinguiſh a Church..' Nor yet 
Math.:18. T9. Þ ſuippofe all the Logick of ray wilbnoriptave 
that Chrift en!/oyned us to hear the Pope if he defined vertue 
to be vice, as Belf.-would havelis' lib;4. de'Pontif, cap. 5.' only 
the Church is'to be heard, when ſhe adheres to the rule of the 
word, of theſe two'places fee more, -cap.:2.' Sef. 3i' Nor laſtly 
that Epheſ. 45 11. which only holds forth Paſtors and Teachers 
to. be-ſtanding office bearers,tor the edificatiowof-the Church, 
but not their infallibiliry. | His 
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and propounters, Anfw. 1. If by the antecedetit hemean, thar 
can 4 1s at any &me taught in the ervie Ghiurch bat infallible 
2nd Divine eruths, its manifeſtly falſe. The Churches of Co- 
rinth and Galatia were true Churches, in which groſs errours 
were Tauphe ;' at Jeaft, if that wefe true, the Church of Rome 
can be no true' Chavch wherein ſo many abſurd errours are 
Taught, Anfw. 2. the ſequel is alfo falſe, infallible truths 
may he Taught bic & mune, by Maſters that are fallible. None 
of our Romiſh Miſſionaries prerend to infalibility , either 
then, they teach no infallible Truth, or this ſequel muſt be 
falſe. © Bur; faith he, #« Learned writter ſaith, a fallible Charch is 
an boly Cheat.” Anſiy, that'Authot had ſhewed more ſolid Lear- 
ing, | had he applyed this Charafter to the 'Popes infallible 
Chair, and ro the Romith infallible viſible jadge. If ir be 
asked whether a fallible Church can be ground of infallible 
Faith ? Anſwer, No furely, nor will the imagination of infal- 
libility found a'traly Divine and infallible Faich. Bat the 
mfallible rile of Seripture, can be a ground of infallible 
Faith, and thereon the Faith of Proteſtants doth reſt. 

© Pag. 180. 181. he ſhares up theſe his ſophiſtical arguments 
for his ſeeond propofttion, with a ſcenical diſcourſe, by which 
he labours to hotd our, that Proteſtants according to their 
principles Tould never” convince at "Heathen of rhe truth of 
Chriftian Retigion: -He' brings in the Proteſtant producing bis 
Bible written, 1700, years #go in which there be many contradiions, 
but #0 infell;ble witneſs at front to teſtify that this Bible was written 
by ſuch men, or confirmed by ſach miracles. Only the Proteſtant al-> 
leadges that if the Infidel would turn Proteſtant he would ſee a ſelf 
#vidancing Light in Scripture, bur if prejudice and intereſt had 
_ nor blinded this PonpBleters eyes, he would have found that a 
Proreftant could deal with a Heathen-upon more ſolid ground, 
thena Papiſt, for a Papift cannot produce a Bible for his Re- 
hgion, ſo many Articles thereof having no veſtige there, ſuch 
as the adoration of Images, invocation of Saints, worſhipping 
of Croſfes', and Reliques, and the, monſtruous figment of 
Tranſubſtantiation , their nnblbody Sacrifice of the Maſs, 
DoArine of merits, the Popes univerſat Supremacy, &c. When 
the Infidel therefore demands a reaſon upon which theſe things 
ſhould believed, the Papift would reply, they hadan infallible 
Judge, and when the Infidel inquired, whom he meant by that 


infallible 


Chorged on Proteſil@,. © I 
| infallible judge, and whatevidences he had for his infallibility, 

he neither can reſolve who he 'is,”itlndtf being determined 
whether Pope or Council, nor give evidence for his infallibi- 


lity, hut .that he muſt. be believed, as being infallible, heca! 
he! Yen it, which if it do not expoſe on Eh w Waves 


unprejudiced perſons may judge. But Proteſtants have the 
ſame grounds that ever the Chriſtian Church had, in confir- 
mation of the Articles of the Chriſtian Religion, and of the 
holy 'Scriptures, whieh doth fully contain them, vis, innu- 
merable miracles wrought by Chriſt, and his Apoſtles, which 

have been atteſted both 'by Chriſtians and Infidels, as alſd that 
theſe Books have been written-by Prophets and Apoſtles, hath 
been acknowledged by Famous perſons, within,and without 
the Church in all ages, and: ſealed-by the deaths ef ſo many 
Martyrs. That theſe are the fame Books, appears by 'com= 
paring. our Books with Ancient Copies, by "Citations in the 
Writings of Ancient' Fathers, what contrarieties do feem to 
be in Scripture, are but apparent... - Let all Religions be com« 
pared together, there is none whoſe precepts are ſo Holy, no 
Religion which can FatizfheT trouþled foyEicnce, ſo as the 
Chriftian Religion. Though therein be ſublime myſteries, 
Yet all are admirably fitted for-bringing about the Salvation 
of ſinners, by theſe and fach: Tike Arguments, a Proteſtant 
could fo deal with the conſcience of any Infidel, that he could 


have nothing. rationally to reply;.ahd all this without vor 


2-recgurſe to the. infallibility of Pope ar Gerewcils... Ina word 

the, Niyine: Qriginal of the- Scriptures being once evifnied 
agzivft' an Infidel from the motives of Credibility, he ay 
then be convinced of the' material: objefts of. Faith. -the 
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JHE Of the Winer if the Church; 
__ » $SUBSECT. MIL 


nplileters third Propoſition viz ; that the Roman 
Cherch & the uply true Carbolick Church , 
4...» Conſidered, 


TT remains:now that we-confider what he has to ſay for this 

third aw yon mag viz, that the: Roman Church, that is, the 
Church acknowledging the beadſnip and ſupremacy of the Pope of 
Rome, is the only true Gatholick, Church, To verify this he reſumes 
from Peg. 186. three of Bellermines notes of the Church, vis. 
Firſt, Miracles. Prantaity, Gp of Infidek, and Thirdly, 
cans Life. Though all the improvement which Ro- 
maniſts'can make of theſe hath been often examined by Pro- 

teſtants, yet the importunity of this Caviller conftrains me to 
make a ſhort review of them. = 


ARTICLE IL 


ds rhe 5 YT ON Wh Gre YG a OR OE WTO + $13; | 4 Is 
AJrſt -thers as 'Belt. lib.) de notis' Ecchifie, ep, 14. fo alſo this 
"Panpbicter from" Pag: 197, preſents us' with-a mufter of 
Miracles in every age, much'to the like- purpoſe is to be found 
- in Breet; Apol, treB. 2. cap. 3.' Sef. 7, tn vers. 
eelig. conſid. 4. H. T's Manual, ers 6. Se. Yer ſhall he not from 
them all, or from all the Romiſh -Legendaries be able to pitch ' 
_ true Miracle, to prove, that the preſent Romiſh 
h is the crue Catholick Church, or that the preſent 
Popiſh Religion is the only crue Chriſtian Religion, It were 
of more advantage for their cauſe to pitch upon one true 
Mirade to this purpoſe, if they could, then to heap up ſuch 
a rapſody of Miracles, which are cither fabulous and falla- 
cious- impoſtures, or if real, wholly impertinent to the pointe 


in controverſy, But becauſe ſuch a noiſe is made about Mi- 
racles, I willfubjoyn fone conſiderations, for the ſatisfaRion 
af the Reader, a3 to this thing. | 
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* "It mayitherefore in. the firſt place be taken notice of; that 
great Authors of the Romiſh-perſwaſion affirm, thet real end 
proper Miracles may be wrought by Hereticks to confirm Hereſies, ſo 
Maidonet in. cop. 7. Math. . Who, cites for the ſame apitiva of 
the Fathers, St. Chryſoff. St. Hierom, Enthym. and Theophilas;) aud 
therefore he concludes the argument from Miracles to be but 
topical, To the like purpoſe many more Authors of the 
Romiſh Communion are cited. by Dr. Barron, Apodex. Catbol. 
tral. 4. Pund. 7. as Gerſon, Durand, Stapleton and Ferw,to whom 
Cerd. de Lugo, trad. de fid, diſp. 2. Sei, 1, Num. 15. and 19; 
addes Hurtado, Bannez, and. Medins, to whom alſo V glentia and 
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whole intereſt, or that Miracles cary not with them a ſelf 
evidence, and conſequently are impertinently b ht. as the 
firſtand moſt evident note of thetrue Church. © I leave it te 
the deliberation of our adverſaries which of the two they will 
chaſes: $45. 905 9% Bo rag 22 
In the ſecond place, it would be conſidered, that there were 
indeed glorious miracles wrought by Chriſt and his Apoſtles, 
nor do we deny that there were Miracles there after in the 
primitive Church alſo, yet all thefe are mpertinently alleadged by 
Romiſh Authors as to this preſent Debate. For certainly none of the 
real Miracles done by Chriſt or his Apoſtles, or afterwards in 
the days of Ireneus, fuſtin Martyr, Cyprian, Gregory, Thaumaturg, 
were wrought to-prove that the Roman Church in theſe laſt 
days is the only Catholick Church, or that the prefent Syſtem 
of Romiſh Faith, as defiried in the Council of Trent, or expre(- 
ſed in Pope -Pjus the Fourth bis-Creed, is the only true Chriſtian 
Faith: Have Inotſhewed Popery as 'now it ſtands, waS'rot 
known in theſe days? Theſe Miracles prove the Truth'of the 
Chriſtian Religion in thoſe days, which T have fhewed to dif- 
fer in Eſfentials from the 7rent Religion, but to agree with the 
How miſerably'the Pamphſeter comes off as to Miracles in 
angient times, may be apparent to any that takes notice dF tits 
citations, peg. 187. 138.- His fivſ one ok from Puffin ny 
9. 28. is out of a Book acknowledged to be ſpurious by: their 
own Authors, Bell.” Poſſevin, 'Sixtus Senenſts, and *Auoius, yea, 
nor was it written within the fibſt three Centiries; a5 is eviagd 
by learned Criticks, \And beſides thEAuthgr of theſe queſtions 
mentions not a Miracle 'wronght foray Po ith Tenet, fav tefs 
for the complex of all.” Only-that at the Sora ſehies of Mar- 
tyres, Miracles were done:t9 confirmthetruth of the Chriſtian 
Faith, not the worſhip-of Reliques. 'That of rengus'{#,2 cap. 
$8. ſpeaks only of Miradese wrought by living Saints; for c6n- 
verſion of Infidels.* What is tharts the'Romiſh intereſt ?- As 
for the Miraeles of Greg. of Neveefaree, comitionly calfed Then- 
maturgus,there is no mention of them for a hundred years after 
his time, until Greg.Nyſſex. If they were all real,is it not ſtrange 
that Euſebius, who uſes to be very punAual in theſe things, has 
not a touch of them ? That Orat; of Nyſſex de vita Greg. is'called 
by $cultetus, Somnum Somnioram, ſurely there be very MT Ca 
things 


Of "ddater, © wag 
things therein,as that theViegin Meryand Fobn came down from 
| ak tro teach him his Creetl, which Dr. Beard, retra.cap.12, 
compares to the Poetical Fiftion of Apollo, teaching Eſculapius 
che Rules of Phyſick, and ts the Rabinick Fable of the Anpel 
Fanballers, being Adams Sctidol-maſter, and) Nyſer himſelf is 
charged by his Brother Baſil as a ſimple and eredultous-man. But 
What ?' Did Greg, Thaiimaturg work atly Miracle to prove the 
whole Syſtem of the preſent-Romiſh-Religion to be triie? No 
ſuch thing can be alleadged, only in ſome of his Miracles he is 
faid to have uſed'the Sign of the Croſs; ' What then ? Do not 
Proteſtants particularly (Hoſpinian Iib:2. dr templis tap. 2c.) ac- 
knowledge the ſign of the Crofs, as uſed by Ancients to teſtifie - 
that they were nof aſhamed 6f a Crucified Saviour to have been 
tawfu}, though now it be ſuperſtitiouſty abuſed, Romanifts 
now gtve Religious adoration, yea, that of Latria, to Croſſes, 
But no ancient Author teſtifies that ever Greg. Thawmaiure did 
fo. - What is cited from 8. xn Serm; de lapfis, as _— 
yacles to prove the Corporal preſence of Chrift, winder the Actidehts' of 
Bread and'Wine, is a Jeſuiticat falfhood ; theſe Miracles did 
prove the Divine Inſtitution of the Sacrattent of the Supper; 
the myſtery of the Incarnation, arid the reatity of Chrifts hu- 
man Nature; repreſented by'the Sacramerital Symbsts, bur ng 
more of the figmenr'of Franſubſtaneivtion;" then of Mabonets 
Alcoran: | TheſeareEaltthe'citations he has for the firſt eviee 
Ages of Chriſtianity,” if there be one Miracle here topfrove the 
preſent Trent —_— to the only true Chriſtian Faith; let 
any who are'not willing ts be deceived, judge. | | 

The like \mpertinency way:be diffoveret in the next thrige 
men fo for. the whole Story of the Invention of the Croſs 
by Helena the Empreſs and Mother of 'Conftantine, and the Mivacte 
reported by Ruffits anÞNicephorus to be wrought ar that tims, 4p- 
zears to befabuleus. | Is it-probadle that Euſebius, who wrote 
Gor Books of the life of Conſtantine, would have omitted it. 
Delleus is lJirge in confiiting it; /3d: 5.8 objed. Cultus Relige c. x, 
But fuppoſeit' were ue; was thar-Miracle wrought to con= 
firm any point of Popery! far kfsaHl'?'  Noiverily; the only de- 
ſign of it; if rea]; was to:ſhow that Jefus, who' was Crueified on 
that Tree, was the Saviour of the World. ' Helena and'the Chri- 
ftians of thoſe days, had nor learnt to adore the Croſs. Hence 
$. Ambroſe de Obitum-Theodsfii, ſays, Regem: gdoravit: non mn; 
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| ſheadoredChriſt, burnat che Tree, That of Epiphenins, Horef, 
30. looks alſo'to baſfabulous, he y Bent Hap nge 
of this, Epiphanius credulity is cenſured by Melchior Conus lib. 
2, c@p.4.;Þ4g. 477. and'in many places by Berronins,. as Rzver, 
hath obſerved in Crit. Sac.” 5b.3; cap. 28, -But make all real thas 
Epiphanius there reports, yet the. deſign of chat Miracle was 
not to-confirm any point of Popery, far lefs all, bur only the 
Chriſtian Religion. Its true Epipbenius reports-that JuſeÞpbus 
who formerly had been. a Jew, made uſe of. water in working 
that Miracle, but not any of the four kinds of Popiſh Holy- 
Water,mentioned by Dyrend in rational; lib4, cp. 4, and though 

. heuſed the ſign of the Croſs, yet he was far from the adorati- 
on of the Croſs. That from Nazianzen Orat. 11. of «Virgins 


Invocating the Virgin Mary to defeat Cyprians Enchantments; is ac- 
knowle | Ine Barronius himſelf to be a Fable, a4 annum 250, 
Pontias. a Deacon under Cyprien, who wrote his life, knew. no 


ſuchthing, 4u#in indeed relates many Miracles lib. 22. de Civ. 
c«p.'8, But not to prove that this. preſent Church of Rome is 
the Catholick Church, or the preſent Syſtem of Romiſh Faith 
' the true Chriſtian Faith, -the moſt is, thatat the Sepulchre of 
S. Stephen, and-other Saints'Miracles were wrought, but not in 
Veneration of his, or other Reliques. The Dialogues attributed 
to Greg. «re concluded; upon , important Reaſons) ſpurious by 
Cocus, yea,by Melchior Canus, lib, 11, cep. 5. faith is derogared 
both from the relations in theſe Dielogues, and Beeds Hiſt, Eccleſ. 
Anglic. and how little faith 'is- to be-given - to Greg. Turonenfis, 

may be learned from Barronius, Tom: 2. ad An. 109. where .he 
calls him a ſimple man, relating many. things otherwiſe then 
They were, {o that-in thele- other [three Centuries-I can.ſee 
nething ſave only that/Miracles were wrought. ar- the Memo+ 
ries.of Martyrs, and perhaps divers of theſe relations alſo were. 
fabulous; but what is this to the Body of-Popiſh Errors and 
Superſtitions, !' : _ ) 0.911 of Jo 2 god 106) 
- No better are the Pamphleters-infinuations, peg. 192, of the: 
Miracles wrought by our.Scontiſh Saints, $oint Mungo, - and Saint 


Ficker, adding, Thet- # Miracle makes: the Arms of one of our Cities, 


I ſuppoſe he means Glaſggyy, which hath.in- her Coat:of Armes; 
a Fiſh witb a Ring in its Mouth, but of .Sr..Mungoes Miracles, 
hear Biſhop Spotſwoed, Hift. pag. 11. of. which ye may-judge of 
the reft. -  Meny lying Moracles (faith he) bave been aſcribgd to wie 

| us 


Of Miracle © S775 
| but Certainly be was a man of rareFicty ;: and worthy 16 bave been made 
& Subjef of Truth to Poſterity , not 'of Fables - and Fiflions, as the Le- 
ends of "Monks have made bim. As for that ſuppoſed Miracle to 
which the Arms of Gleſgow ſeem to allude, it was jnot wrought 
to confirm any point of kgs rp , far'leſs of Popery ,- but-to 
vindicate the Chaſtity of a Lady who was unjuſtly jealouſed jby 
her Husband, as Biſhop Sporſwood gives an account, pag. 112. 
But if Popiſh Miſſionaries muſter up Legends to a. credulous 
ple, they ſtand not whether they be to purpoſe or nor: 
he real ancient Miracles then are altogether impercigently 
alledged by the Pamphleter.- © | 20 ©2 4 1's 
L add thirdly, that the Legendary Paltry of Romiſh Miracles of lat- 
ter times, is generally ſpurious : They might be reduced co theſe 
Heads ; vis, Either 1. Meer Forgeties ; or 2. Cunning Strata- 
gems of ſubtil perſons ; 'or 3. Magical Impoſtures ; or 4.They 
are manifeſtly ludibrious 3 who' pleaſe. may find this largely 
proved by Gerard, loc, de Ecclef. cap. 10: Sef.-11. Seft. 284, How 
oft have the Cheats of Romaniſts, as to theſe things, been dif- 
covered? What ſhould I ſpeak of the Dominicans at Bern, who 
taught an Image to weep, ſmile; and walk, Anno 1509. See La- 
vat. de ſpearis, Part. I. cap. 7. and Hoſpin de Monach. lib. 6. cap. 
14. fol. 222. or of the Fraenciſcens at Orleans / who counterfeit= 
ed the apparition of a Spirit revealing ſach a- Marron to be 
condemned to Hell , becauſe the Husband had not been more 
beneficial to their Order at her Funerals. See Sleidan lib. 9, An- - 
no 1534. and Lavat. ibid. cap. 8. or of Mary of Lisbon, much re- 
nowned for Miracles, who prediced a'Triumphant Viftory te 
to the Spaniſh Armado, Anno 1588. yet that year ſhe was 'dete&< 
ed to bea Cheat , or of that egregious Impoſtor Feannes 4:Vin= 
centia, a Franciſcan ikewite ,- w, cured all manner of difeafes, 
expelled Devils, and pretended to raiſe eighteen from-the 
Dead , yetwas found alſo to be an Impoſtor, as Crakantbrop're- 
lates out of Vigner , but not til] he had drawn to the Monafte- 
ry avaſt Revenite. Who hath 'yot heard of Magdelena de Cruce, 
a Nun of C5-duba, to: be a.Sorcereſs ,* and ofie whohad :con- 
verſed familiarly with the D*vil? - Lavat bib. cit. 'cap- 9; reports, 
that a Jefuit at Auguiia in Germany , Anno 1564. counterfeited 
himſelf to be a Devil, to affright ſome that had not a' kindneſs 
for the Order , and that a daring Fellow ſtobbed chat Hobgob- 
lin Jeſuit to death, Doth not- RO tell -how a Prieſt filled 
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-a Church-yard in the dight time. with living.Crabs; and burg- 
ing Tapers ,: bot oy people apprehend it. was. ay 


. , tag WV, » EFY parted 
Souls, calling for the ſuffeages of the Living foe their fiber bo 


tion-out of, Purgatory'?: Who knows Dot how Pope Boniface $.. 
gor the Papacy/by.a-egunterfeirMiracle,, as-if. by. the. voige.gf 
an AfigeliPope Celeſtine his Predeceſſar had. been adyiſed to. lay 
"down the Papacy:: Celeſtine vede;, fi ſalvus efſe cupir 2: | . 


-.1Such are theſe inſtances. of latter times : cited by. the Pim. 


phleter, pag. 188; 189-, as; may. appear by this-enſuing tauch.. - 


of them. Thar bleeding!of the Gruzifix, |Fabbed þy. the Jews at Be-- 


zitum, is proved to be-fabulous , by. Hoſpix lib, 2. de emplis,.. 


cap. 10. and.Cocus it Few El BER 93s 4»'95+. Such, another 
Fable is that of the ſtcond Council: of Nice ,. of theejeGion-of Devils, 


and healing of diſeaſes by-the- Image of Pagans: - That ſecond. 
At IN A 


. Council of Nice was-molt ledging impoſtorous- 


Legends, 2s Crobentbirgbas tir ely.demonſtrated, Pefen). Ecclef, 
Anglic, cep. 5. Yea, hebringsin Efpenceus , conteſling they did 


ſhameleſly abuſe damonum ſpediris &:muliebribus ſomnics , diabolick: 


ſpe&ers and dreams of the weaker Sex; to ſupport their Image- 
worſhip. . That of Pope Leo tbe Third, as if his tongue and ezes bad 


been pulled'out, and both miraculouſly reftored , appears to be a For--- 
ery For Platina: in- vita Leon. 3: lays only , ut oculis &* lingus- 


caphns puteretitr.. Nexclerus, as cited by Hottinger, Sec. 8. Sed, 5; 


peg. 560. lays the whole ſtreſs of the Report of that Miracle- 
on the affirmation of Auefafiv, the Popes Bibliotbecary, a man. 


not worthy -of much credit, being convidted of many coutra- 
ditions by Barronius , as is obſerved by Mareſius de Foanns Pa- 
piſſe, pag. 31, 32. andeſpecially 44F OD abba? tor, Popes, 
Sethus Celvifius Anne-799. ſaith, he. qnly loſt ove of his eyes... 0-- 


Gander ſeems to ſet down-the real; truth , Cent. oy pag: 129. Ut- 


perum-abfuerit quin deutos .amitteret , he had. almo his eyes. 


It ſeems Leo was ſo. beaten , that: for a time he-loſt the uſe of- 


eyes and tongue 3 and thereupon ſome Flatterers rumoured, 


that- a Miracle was wrought to-.recover the Pgpe... Bat grant: 


_ thatalt were-true, what point of Religion was confirmed by 
thatzMiiracle:, that-tumult was |raifed againſt him not by. Pa- 


ans , as this Pamphleter alledges, but by the Friends of the- 
{ Pope , not for- any as of Religion, but becauſe he was: 


betraying the Roman Liberties to Charles the Great? and does 
God work Miracles to-confirmſcUitious praftices ? or muſt the 
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Prodigies 


| Of-\Miurutla) 75S 
Prodigies of ſeditigus ay eng held for- Miracles to confirm 
the Popiſh Religion? If famous Miracles were wrought by thoſe 
three P.pes, Stephauus the Fifth, Paſchalis the Firft, and Formoſus, 
as this Pamphleter affirms , how was Platinefo deficient, as to 
mention none of -them 2 Nay of Formoſws he faith , he came to 
the Papacy , /argitjone potius quam virtute, rather by Simony than 
Vertue , yea and by Perjury alſo, if he wrought Miracles : I 
am ſure Pope Stepbanus the Sixth had little regard to them, 
when he raiſed his Corps, and degraded him after his death, 
and cut off the Fingers heuſed inOrdinations z and Sergius the 
Third proceeds yet further , and not only raiſes his Corps: a- 
gain, but throws it into Tiber. I'confels Plating in vita Serg. 3: 
ſaith, there was a rumour, . that the Fiſhers finding his- Body, - 
brought it to Peter's Church, and buried it, which as they were 
doing, the [mages/in Peter's Church did obeyſance to the dead 
Body of Formoſws; but Platine himſelf queſtions the truth of 
ir. If there were a reality therein, how was not Pope Sergius 
the Third ſtricken with remorſe for the injury done to Fornie« 
w , the Images Of S. Peter's Church: giving ſuch a ſignal tefti= 
mony againſt him-? As for S, Dunſtan, Thom. Fuller i111” his Ch 
Hiſt. cent; 10. lb. 2. pag. 128, Se. 12, 13, tells, that he was 
banifhed the Court of England as a Magician.” The Reader may 
judge of the reſt of his Miracles, by that Romance of his hold= 
ing the Devil by the Noſe with'a pair of Fiery Pincers ; but 
the Legerdemain trick which he was faid to ufe againſt the poor 
Secular Prieſts at Galne1n Wiltfhire, was moſt pernicious , they 
being at a great Debate with the Monks whom Dunſtan owned 
againſt the Seculars , 10's reported he had fo ordered, that the 
Timber ſhould fall on the Seculars,' and deſtroy them, to ter= 
minate the Debate. If theſe be the Romiſk Miracles, the good 
Lord preſerve us from them : The ſtory of that Magician 
Saint is largely related by*Fuller. It ſeems they muſt be ſearce 
of Real Miracles, when among the Workers 'of them they 
reckon Greg:7. ſeditious Hildebrand, whom Cardinal Benno holds 
for a Magician; did it not favour more of Magick, than of As 
poſtofick-Miracles-, to ſhake fire out of his Gown-ſleeves. A* 
 worldof noiſe. is made concerning the Miracles of Malachy, 
whom they call the Apoſtle of Ireland , whoſe life is ſaid to be writ- 
tex by Bernard.” It's not without caufe- chat. D. Morton's Appeal, 
1th. 3, cap. 18. doubrs whether theſethings were really done by 
| ; X 2 4 Malachiat, 


$40 Of Mmadles,” 
. Malachias, or- recorded by Bernerdz ſometimes the Writer of 
theſe Miracles: compares him to Elias, too high an Elogy, 
doubtleſs: at other times, he attributes to him. ludibrious Mira- 
cles., as oper Bernardi. col;- 1942, - edit, Pariſ; 1615.'that he 
eurned equum runcinum & ſubnigrum, a ruſty brown Jade, inpre- 
tioſum & album palefridum, into a choiſe white Paltrey ; neither 
is there more credit to be given to the pretended Miracles of 
Bernard reported in his life ; for Bernard himſelf conteſſes in 
Serm. de Benedi@. col. 121. that he wrought no Miracle. And 
among the miracles aſcribed to him in his life, ſomeare really 
ladibrious.; as cot. 1981. that he killed Fleas by Excommuni- 
cation 3 and that by ſaying a piece of the Lords Prayer , he 
made a Horſe that had broke his Bridle, and run away into-a 
Meadow, return of his own accord; that he had driven away 
the Devil from a Woman whom the Devil had: carnally uſed 
many years , by laying his Staff by her in the night; that he 
excommunicated the Devil, and thereby difabled him fronr 
medling in this ſort any more with Women. | 
. It's tedious to me to tranſcribe the impoſterous Cheats of 
S. Francis , S. Dominick, , Katherine of Siena, &c. the Cheats of 
theſe diſſembling Hypocrites having been ſo often laid open 
to the World. Concerning Deminick, I remit the Reader to 
Hoſpin lib. 6. de Monechis cap. 7. fol. 199. Concerning Francis to 
the ſame Author, ibid. cep. 13. fol. 214. Concerning Katherine 
of Siene, to him likewiſe, cap. 41. fol. 258. Is itnot Jludibrious 
to hear, that Chriſt Jeſus in the preſence of the Virgin Mary, 
Fobn and Paul the Apoſtles , at the requeſt of the,Bleiſed Vir- 
gin , ſhould. have betrothed Ketherine of Siena to himſelf by a 
Ring , David with his Harp making Muſick to the Solemnity ? 
What Chriſtian ears can endure ſuch impious Fables? This 
Pamphleter here cannot omit the miraculous tranſlation of the Vir- 
gin Mary's Houſg to Loretto. I doubt if there be any more ri- 
dicutous Fition either in Ovid's Metamorphoſis , or in-Z&fop's Fa- 
bles. It would be perhaps a divertiſement to the Reader to 
ear the Narration 3 but ſceing theſe Papers are ſwelling -to a 
imious bigneſs , I muſt remit the Reader to Hoſpin de Tgmplis, 
pag. 394. Excellently doth Crekentborp defenſ. Eocleſ. Anglic. 
c@p..66. SQ. 14. compare it:to that Mahumetan Romance, that 
when-the Temple of Meccha (where Mabomets Tomb is) was to 
be builr, all the adjacent Hills did-bring ſtones thither of their 
own accord. Amaoil 7 


_ - Among all'theſe Legends: of -Filtitiotis/ Miracles, thall Fee 
ſuits 'have no ſhare? It had not betn' for. the Honour of the So- 
ciety , that the Pamphleter had. forgotten \/priatins Loyola, and 
Xavier , Alphonſus de Vargas de ſfiratagem. ';Feſuit, c, 2,3. gives 
them this teſtimony, that never a: Generation among Mortals: 
was more impudent in obtruding impoſterous | lyes-on the. 
world than Jeſuits-, which the Author confirms by remarkable 
inſtances'3 nay ; ſo ingenious .are they in ſuch devices , they 
could hold the world ini hand with a miraculous impreſs of 
Garriet's Image upon -a- Strawat his! execution. But not to di- 
greſs from Loyola and Xavier, I cannot deny that-Mafſeixs and Ri- 
badeneira [eſutits , report ſtrange Miracles of /gnatius Logola, as 
that be wou'd hang in the Air with s woudrous ſplendour , that he did 
with cirpcral eyes behold Chriſt in the Sacrament , yea, and the Trinity ; 
that Chriſt and the Virgin Mary often appeared to him ; that be would 
beat the Devil with a Rod , and comure bim with a Letter ; that be 
w-uld behold the Souls of dying Jeſuits:aſcending:to Heaven , that be 
hath helped Wemen in hard labour , and thoſe that have been ſmitten 
with the Peſtilence , and'other* grievous. diſeaſes; as if 1gnatins were 
to make a' Monopoly of: the imployment of other petty Saints, 
ſuch as Saint Roch, who did Patronize them + wha -had -the 
Plague 3::Saint Coſmas: and/ Dantian,: the: Patron: of Phyſigians, 
&c. yea and of Saint Lucinaalſo:, who among Romaniſts ſuc- 
ceeded the Heatheniſh Fro: 'for helping: Women in- Laboyr- 
Perhaps alſo he may intrude-upon- Saint Apolinars work..for 
curing*the French Pox,, But among the many Cures-he is ſaid to 
have wrought, I'never heard that he could cure himſelf. of his 
lameneſs ; however, it:catinot bedenied ; but great things are 
aſctibed to himi5 but: the-miſery is , .theſe Miracles, as Hoſpin: 
obſerves, Hift. Feſuit. lib. T. cap. 1: pag. 6. have the atteſtation 
of no- eye-witneſs'; - therefore 'Maffeius alledpes no Authars . 
Ribadeneira ſaith, he had them from ilbelms Canſalvus, another 
Jeſuit ;/ to whom heaffirmed 7gnatius had revealed them-; and 
cannot Quakers give as good Credentials as theſe- for their Re-- 
velations and Viſions ?'Hereupon, running over- Maffeizs de vita 
Tgnatii,, found that he did not ſomuch as preteng, that there 
were any -Spedators of many. of the wondrous things--attribu- 
red to Ignatius, And though of others he would infinuate there 
had been witneſſes, yet he relates the matter with fuch palpa- 
ble Sophiſtry;. that he gives-no more ſatisfaction tothe Judici- 
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ous., 'than-if-he: LO IrNnogr : ASfor inſtance, *bþ,"1, 
cap, F. At's ſaid , that: ſome beheld Ignatius in prayer elevated about 
four Cubits from the ground , and bis face likg enether Moſes ſhining, 
Bur-who theſe ſdme were is not told- Again, (ib. 3. cap. 14. it's 
ſaid Tphatius raiſed from death to life « man-who had banged himſelf, 
yet' (\o Thort» lived was'the Jeſuits Miracle, that) be l:ved no lon- 
ger than he confeſſed bis ſins to a Prieft, To atteſt this , ſaith Maf-. 
feius , fuperſunt bodie qui meminerunt, a quibus ego id ipſum Sermone 
diligenter queſivi ; 3. e. there be perſons. yetalive who remember 
this , of whom I have diligently enquired :the-ſame.- But. he 
not only forgets'to'tell:who:the {qa were ,' but alſo what 
Anſwer was given to him by thoſe of whom he enquired con- 
cerning this thing, Not to: ſpeak that -there is no Evidence. 
given that the man was-thoroughly dead, whereof one may 
Jzuſtly doubt , 7gnatius:coming ſo timely as to cut: with his own 
hand ,  pendemtem ex'infelici ligillo-reftim ; | yea, ſome of the Won=- 
ders attributed to'him', are manifeſtly ludibrious.; as 1b, Z's 
cap. 5. that Ignatius was taught.by a Miracle to play dexterouſly at the 
Bouliards. And 1ib. 3. 6ap. 2 .:that be bad tears at command; a Mi- 
racle that I have oft- heard cunning Whores ,-and many other 
pretended Hypocrites,: to be:pifted with. Of Jeſuit Kaviers 
_ Miracles alſo'in the. Indies much talk hath been 5 bug many 
things likewife derogatecredit.fram them, Hoſpin Hiſt, Jeſuit, 
libe+ 2, cap.3 . fol.'138; judges it incredible, that Xavier ſhould 
have wrought Apoſtolick-like Miracles ,: ſeeing he mentions 
none of them in his own Epiſtles 3 and the rather, he writing 
of ſome Myſteries of Nature , which he obſerved there, as-of 
an high Goat giving ſuck to a Kid: : Yea, though: Meffeius. the 
Jeſuit talk much of Xaviers Miracles:,- yet {ib; 14+ Hit, Ind; pag. 
625. ſaith , Nuod tamen ut fatereturipſe , quanquam_ graviſimorum 
bominum prece fatigatus adduci non potuit 3 i. e., that he could never 
be induced, though much importuned-by many, to confeſs that 
he wrought any Miratle, Do Jeſuits uſe to: be guilty of: ſuch 
ſelf-denial, or modeſty, when-the honour of their Charch and 
Society is concerned ? Had Xaverius:ſo much need of -any Mi- 
racle among.the ndies , as'of the Gift of Tongues ,' yet that 
he wanted, as Hoſpin lib. cit. fol. 139. brings him in, confeſſing 
in one of his Epiſtles ,” and rendring this as the reaſon why, he 
and his Followers were not able to- convert -the Indians :. Foſe+ 
phus 2 Caftro, a Jeſuit who lived long in the Weſt-Indies, lib. 4. de 
free. 


| Jrot. Hid.: Sel."ceh- 4. makes this-jngenuous confeſſion, 'Signe 
certe won edimus y; ſurely we workino:Miracles, © Ts it then. pro- 
bable-that the Eojt-Inglicn' none fo many; yea; Co- 
" ftalib, 24cop. 9. diſputes thequeſtion Be Mbravles | 
arenot wroight xow-f-r the Converſion of the Nations; 45 of 'vId: by the | 
Apoſtles; and determines ,. quod priſeis temporibus ommino neceſſaria 
fuerint., noſtris ver. item-, that Miracles were neceſſary in ancient 
riwes,. but not:now 3 yea, he brings: Chryſoft. ſaying , utilius eſſe 
fon nune carere , that it.is:mare profitable' now to: want Mi» 
yFoblete 6 4D £3369 (1281-21110 CER CLOT3ODY $514 787 
c\ Iwitlhot blot Paper with. the Jdotege of Lipſius about the Mis- 
racles wrought by- the Imeges-of- the' Virgin at- Hales and Sichem'; . 
undoubtedly they were either dreams of his old age, or cun- 
ning -Impoſtures- of: Devils, - or: of ſubtil' men. If God had 
wrought ſo many Miracles, as he relates, to confirmTmage- 
worſhip -18-it-like that he ['wauld have wroughtnone in the - 
on three Ages of Chriſtianicy.? or if then he did work'Mira- 
cles to prove Image-worthip , 'would not the Fathers have had 
as much faithfulneſs -and zeal as Lipfins, to-have tranſmitted : 
them-to Poſterity ? I'deny not to Lipfins his skilkin Grammar; 
but of; his Piety, or skill in Divinity, I have not read much; +I 
muſt remember this Pamphlerer-to-give a more perfe# account 
in the next.,: of his Polonjan Miracle 3 by which, 'he faith; ore was 
raiſed 10 ife.after he had: been ſeven years dead ,” and brought befort - 
the King to witneſs that ht bad ſold ſuch apiece of Land to the Church;" 
But he hath forgotten to tell us the-Hiftorian who did-relate it; - 
or by: whon.the : Miracle was wrought', 'or who the Man' was - 
that was Taiſed.. Did -he not conſider there? might bea-doubr - 
raiſed, whether that Speer were a Meridianus Demon, a Noon» - 
tide Devil, in humane ſhape? Hewill adviſe in his next to clear - 
this. If the man were raifed roverifie-a VenGition of 'Land, 
what-is that to the prefent Controverſie of Religion? only he - 
atteſted, that the Land” was 'foldto the Charch. * AN thatTcan 
coteludefram:-thisis', that the pretended Miracles of Monks 
and-Ftyars.are::done upon a lucrative" account: 'ovk'on this - 
Romance like the fititions Miracles of the Polonian Saint Hia- - 
_ cinth!, at whoſe. Tomb a'Maid having made ſupplication for a 
Heifer, which had died through ſome accident; when ſhere- - 
turns home,' a:Butcher'fleying the Heifer, ir-firft begay ro fir 
thefleyed foot ; and then-ito lift..up, ant Jaft ro riſe — 
ound 
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ſound as:ever it was: So Beard out of Severints, de vitae & Mirg- 
culis: Hiacinthj. It were tedious to rake further in chis'dung- 
hill of. Fabulous Miracles: Iacknowledge he m ight have filled 
2 Volumn with ſuch tuff from-Beronius, Surius,  Antoninus,” Viu- 
cextius; their Legandy. {Portuſes 'Prompruaries,' and Feſtivals of 
Saints, This touch, as:to his inſtances, may ſuffice.” : - | 
Yec let it. fourthly be conſidered, that the late Romiſh Mira- 
cles are queſtioned not by Proteſtants only, but alſo by their own Authors ; 
«5 by Lyranus in cap-.14+; Daniel in Eccleſia populus ſepe deci+ 
Pitur x ſ{cerdotibus fiftis miraculis lucri cauſa , and Melchior 
Canus, lib,.1t. cap; 6.: pag« 333 confeſſes their Authors forge fo 
many Mirtcles, that be was aſhamed of them, The ſame'is regrated 
, by Vives, and Polydore, Virgil, by the Germans in their centem gra- 
' Pamind art. 7. Gerſon de ſefia flagellantium (as is noted by Gerard) 
ſairh , thet Miraclesarenow to be ſuſpeited , the World in its decrepit 
Age being. abuſed by the faneics of lying Mirecles, as old doting men are 
It would fifthly be conſidered, that Heathens can pretend to as 
ſpecious Miracles as the Popiſh Church. Doth not Tacitus Hift. lib. 4., 
report how Veſpeſian the Emperour cured one Blind , another 
Lame ?\ Doth not- Auftin lib, 10. Je civit. Dei cap, 16. relate a 
multicude of -Heatheniſh Miracles, as that: a Veſtal Virgin did 
draw.water with a Sieye to prove her Chaſtity , that Clandiz, 
tying a' Ship to her Girdle , drew it after her ;- which neither 
men nor.Oxen could remove by all their ſtrength ? Is ic not re- 
ported. by | lien de animalibus lib. 9. cap. 33. that Aſculapius 
reſtored a woman to life after her Head was cut off ? Doth not 
Autin Epift. 5. talk-much of the miracles of Apollonius,, Thya- 
neus, and Apnlejus? Hath. not Philoſtratus wrote Eight Books of 
the miracles of Apollonius , inſormuch that: Hierocles dared: bla- 
ſphemouſly to prefer them to the glorious Miracles of our 
Bleſſed Saviour ? Did +not the Donatifts ſo much glory 'in their 
miracles; that Auſtin called them trad.13. it Fob:mirabiliorios ? 
If it be anſwered with Bell.:they were but' lying wanders,” that the D:- 
vil ſat upon the Eye of: one, and the:Leg of: another, whonr Veſpaſian 
is ſaid to have cured , that when he ceaſed to atinoy; hemight ſeem mi- 
raculouſly to cure. It-would be remembred;-the ſame may bere- 
plyed concerning the Romiſh Legendary Miracles. | An exa&t 
paralle] may be ſeen betwixt Papiſh and Heatheniſh Miracles in 
Crakantborp- defenſe Eccleſ. Angijs.' contra Spalat: cap; 66. | Pagans 
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7 a8 ſoon'pre -cruti-of! their mitacles; as: Romaniſts of 
their late Legendary'Romances; Who can ſet limits:to. the Alr 


-mighty;\that he ſhallnet work:tmiracles for the good: of man- 
kind without his Church ? Miracles therefore catnct/hea:re- 
"ciprocal'h6te of the: Church. Oughe:not Romaniſts at Jeaſt: to 
-remember'Bellarmin's Reply ; concerning the Miracle wrought 
by a Novatiat Biſhop 3 736. de notis Eccleſ. cap.'14. Fadium efſe uom 
in confirmationem fide; Novatiane', ſed Catholici Baptiſmi. Why may 
not Proteſtants likewiſe anſwer, if any Real Miracles have 
'been wrought by Romaniſts, ſuch'as Xavzer; in the Indies theſe 
were not wrought to confirm Popiſh Errours, but the common 
:Principles of Chriſtianity” 2 4 131 gate! 

- -Butſixthly , Heath ever God promiſed, that the Church in all Ages 
ſhould enjoy” ſuch a gift'of- Miracles, that no. Society ſhould be acknow- 
Tedged for: a true Church, which is nat confirmed: by preſent Miracles ? 
I find no Scripture ſaying fo , but- on'the.contrary, cautioning 
us , that we be not: ſedaced by: thelying ſigns and wonders of 
Seducers, Matth.24. 24, 25:-efpecially of Antichriſt, 2 Theſ.2.9. 
Revel. 13.13,14. Did'not: Romaniſts pretend  to- Miracles, ? 
T he See of [Rome ſhould want-one'of the* ſigns'of the- GreaF. 
Antichriſt. Ancient Fathers believed not-a perpetual neceſſity 
of Miracles ; ſaith not S, Aufin'expreſly;:1ib.:22 de Civ. Dei cap. 
22. Poſſem dicere neceſſatia fuiſſe Prius quam mundus : crederet , ad hoc 
ut crederet mundus :- quifquis adhuc prodigia ut credatrequirit ; mag= + 
num eſt ipſe prodiginm qui mundo credente.non credit.” W11l” ye nat at 
leaſt regard Greg. Him. 29, in Evang.” We te, ſaith he, to [water 
young Plants when they be new 'ſet; "which watering then ceaſeth  af- 
ter that they bave taken root ;* fo were cMiracles:neceſſary. for -the firl# 
Seed-plot of the Church , to the: ſound: rooting: of, ; mitltitides-in-the 
Faith, To the like purpoſe ſpeaks:Cbryſeſts:Hom. :23.:in,Fob, ; Is 
it not engs Fo 5 by many Romiſh-DoQors, that-new. there 
_ 145 no neceſſity.of Miracles; except! it: wereforthe convention 
of Infidels'?: For'this Eſpencens, Detrio, Reffenſis,; and Zoſepbus# 
Cofla,, are cited:by: D.cMorton Appeal. lib.-3;.cap. 3:7. Sed; 4+ to 
whom Gerard SeF. 275; adds among the'reit Corxel.i Muſſus, ſayr 
ing , "Hecfgnafafia funtutReligieplantaretur, nunc auteneafian- 
tata” non ſunt neceſſaria;'' As ſalſo:thew great Preacher, Didacus 
Stella, not ſparing to affirm, that:Miracles now damnue-potivs 
afferrent , quam commodum ,- wonld-rather be hurtful, than profi- 
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-þ granted, which Laarues Frateiſants wilt not yiris ; thet 

tondthon (faith Whittaker, rawrov:i2- 4. $. de notis Ecclef. cap, 12:) 
may be credited, who was a faithfial and modeſt man, Luther 
was honoured of God to work Miracles. D. iFilles, in $p1ep. 
Papiſmi controv. 2.4. 3. of the fifth note of the Church, records 
many Miracles wrought by Proteſtants , and that for the cou- 
yerfion-of Papifts. * Nor can itbut ſeem ſtrange to hear Roma» - 
niftsitalking ſo much of their Miracles, and yet can work none 
among us Proteſtants , whom they hold for Hereticks and 1y- 
fidels; if they can work Miracles, why have they not fo much . 
compaſſion to-our 'Souls , a5 to work: them befare intelligent 
Proteſtants? One Miracle wrought before our eyes would have 
more impreſſion, than a thouſand Fabulous Legends of Won». 
gers, pretended to be wrought 'in the Indies, among the Anti» 
podes, or 1N Viopia. But this-is a ftrange prejudice againſt their 
pretended Miracles, they can wwark none of them before rati- 
onal Proteftants. I cannot but record a ſtory of a Nun in 

Spain which was cryed up for Miracles , infomuch that when 
Charles the Firſt , King of Great Britain , then Prince of Wales, - 
was there, by.the.entreaty of the Infants, he was perſwaded to 
go and ſeener: It was reported to the Prince, ſhe would he 
ſometimes lifted up into the Air, and be asfreth as a:Roſe., als - 
chough ſhe was furrowed with Age ; but ſhe could not do any 
one Feat before the Prince (although ſhe could never have 
ſhewed her Miracles in a better time.) but the Prince was of 
too firong Faith for that Spiritthe was ated by , and therefore 
the-could fſhew-none, but crede qued.babes & babes, This-Relati- 
on Ihaye from Edward Chiſenbale in his Cetholick, Heſtary againft | 

D.: V ane, cap. 7. pag. 180. | ie 
Therefore to ſhut up this difcourfe of Miracles , whatſo- 
ever prodigies are wrought to confirm Do@rines repugnant to 
clear Scriptures , are lying figns and wonders; but Iivocation 
of Saints , Religious Adoration of Images, Croſſes, Relicks, 
the tranſubſtantiated Prefence of Chriſt in the Sacrament, Pur- 
gatory, &c, are all Doarines repugnant'to clear Scripture , as 
Learned Proteftants have proved, and I in this Traftate bave 
made good, as T had occaſion ; therefore ſurely Romiſh prodi- 
gies to confirm theſe are lying ſigns and wonders. Away there- 
| fore 


| Hob mEEBIgY ted Song: from. Hu 
which Bell. Breerly, fvs, DV; and thi 
ref do bleſphemaiſly chant, 6ec. 
Tdolatrons Rrl:gion, and falſe Miracles, L fay 
MAue up: with: Fuſtin, lib, 46 aniss Bevitſ...0xp, 16, Nandir 
Hawef; quis ilia:mirdbilia ftcis Donatas, amencattiey j 
1a fallacium bomimun, vel portenta fallesizme Spirituum. 

Were the Pamphleters popular flouriſhes, concerning Mira- 
eles, reduced to! a' Sy)legiſtick, frame; they behoved to run 
thus : That Socicty: inmhich Miracles are-wronght , is: the war and 
Catholick, Church', but in the Romifly Chuy are wrought; 
Ergo, the Romiſe Churclris the true” and: C. Chech. Whats 
_ ever be of rherammor; the major is manifeſtly. falſe; for Mir- 
cles may be wrought among: Hereticks,. yeaand Infidels. If 
therefore the Spliogiſm be reftified: thus;: The Soviety: in which 
Miracles are wrought to: confirns the ſoundneſs of their Faith, jo1be 
True (Catbolick, Charoh ; but Mimacits are wrought in: the Romiſh 
Cburch-to confirmthe ſoundneſs of ber Faith; Ergo, &v.. Then firſt 
the major yetremainsfalfe-,, for- Miracles may bewrought to 
confirm the Orthodoxy of the: Fajchrof a: particular Chavet 
The'major cannot hold, unlefs' the Miracles. be firftene';: ſh 
condly , wrought: to: confirmz the Faith: of the: Society; and 
thirdly, the:Catholicifm of it, that is, thav they have wo inte» 
reft.in the Church, who ſubmit nos tor the Governmenvof thar 
Church; and'thusl let-the major paſs... Bur then the minor'is 
notoriouſly falſe, vis, that in the: prefeno Romift Chureh 
trae Miracles: are WTOUgne to! confirm the ſoundheſs of her 
Faith, and her Catholiciſm, av Univerſal furifdi@ionover aH 
Churches ; I appeatalithe Jeluits:in Durope tro: make pood; this 
Aſfumption , whick-till theyrdo, atktheir difeourſe {Mi 
racles.is but aflourifh.. T confeſs. in the Ancient: Roman Church 
there were miractes wrought to: confirm the truth: of her 
Faith, burnov her Cathialicifm., as: i6 ſhe} only had beer the 
Chriftian Church ; for ſhe was bur a particular Church at beſt, 
the preſent Romiſh Church hath foully Apoſtatized from the 
Faith of the Ancient Church , ſearch your Records and Le- 

ends to find one true Miracle to confirm the Faith and Catho= 
ticiſm of thepreſent Romiſh Church ; this you will find im- 
poſſible , for her Faith is unſound, and Catholiciſm, in the 
teaſe ſpoken of, ſhe never had. | 
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That Religion: which-ix conflemedby"the moſt reel; indubitate, and 
"1; oRlorious Miracles which ever.the world bad, is ſurely-the tus Cbti- 
- : . tian Religion 3- But the Religion of. Proteſtants is confirmed: by:thu 
-. -- moſt real, indubitate, and-gloriaus' Miracles which ever thi world 
| - hed; Ergo, The Religion of Proteſtams is the true Chriftian Ree 

-.- 1 Tigions: © Dahl Tha £3 FH IF PLC 3 nem 
. The Aſſumption, concerning which. only:the doubt can be, 
is proved thus ; :The Apoſtolick Religion-.is:confirmed by: the 
moſt-glorious Miracles that ever the world ſaw ; but the Relis» 
gion of Proteſtants is the Apoſtolick Religion 3 Ergo, the Reli- 
. gion of Proteſtants is confirmed by the moſt real, indubitate - 
Miracles, that ever the world ſaw. [The major none can deny ; 
but an Infidel; for evidencing. the minor , let.the- Religion: of , 
Proteſtants be examined by the Scriptures, which coutain the 
Apoſtolick-Religion-; and if one Article be found in our;Reli- 
gion diſſonant there-from , we ſhall inſtantly difown-ice The | 
Reader : here-may- obſerve the difference betwixt the. Romiſh. 
procedure, and ours; we confirmour Religion by the indubi- . 
tate:Miracles, which prove Chriſtianicy it ſelf; they by ſame - 
fabulous, at beſt uncertain Legendary ſtories, the truth wheres 
- of is queſtioned by their own "Authors, and the falſhood of 
Many detedted to the world. If it be ſaid, that any Heretickmey 
&rgie #5 we do, to confirm their Herefie ; Tiſhall not.now ſtand to res 
tort, how Hereticks have argued for their. Hereſie from'-pre- 
teyded Miracles, -as do Romaniſts to :day: Only'to ſhew the 
difparity betwixt us and-Hereticks, I undertake aoatnſ all-rhe 
Enemies of Truth inthe world , to-prove the-real conformity 
of the-Reformed Religion with-the Apoſtolick -revealed in 
Scripture, andthe diſconformity. of all Hereſies whatſoever. 
Its areal conformity with Apoſtolick Dorine, not pretended 
only, which praves-it ta.be.confirmed by Apoſtolick Miracles. 
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h ihr ſecond Note :whereby;this; Pamphleter would prove the 
4K Catholiciſm of their Romifh, Chyrgh,, is, that by ber &ll Chriſtian" 
Nations: have been Griverted to the Faith of Tejus Chriſt : And to con- 
firm this'; | hefoliowing Bed. Breexly, aud. the Drove, hints” at a 
mblticade of ſtories, which upon examination will be found of: 
no ſipnificancy to the poine in hand. OA ORs Ro 
"For firſt,'it's a moſt notorious falſhood, that all Chriſtian peo-= 
ple have been converted by 4he Romiſo Church ; was the. Church, of 
Feruſalem.converted'by her ,; or;the Church of: Ceſaree , or- of 
Antioch, orithe Greek Churches ingeneral ? As.Eve was the Mo: 
tlier of: alLiving, ſo'inot the Raman. but the Church of. Hie= 
ruſalem may. be termed: the Mother: of all Churches, , And fo 
ſhe is deſigned by; the ſecond General Council at Conftentinople, 
as witneſſes Theod;!Hift;|hb.'5. Fa: 9.. The- Biſhop of Bitontum, 
inthe Council of Frent, acknowledged Greece to.be.the Mother 
of. all that the Latin/Churgh.had: ; Noth not Theod. 1ib.1. Hift. 
cap. 22.,”report that the, Mmgians were converted by Lay-men, Ede- 
flus and Frumentius 5 and-that-for carrying on the work, Frumex- - 
tis received Ordination from Athanaſius , then. Patriarch of 4- 
lexandria; and-niot fromthe; Biſhop. of Rane ? The Pamphleter 
but plays the'Cheaty. when: healledges that. our. Church of 
Scotland owes her firſt; Converiion to.Pope Yor, his Legats 
and Envoys.: The Reader may {ee the falſhood ofthis proved 
by Biſhop Sperſwood, Hiſt. pag. 21, edit. 3. . Theſe Preachers ſent 
hither by Vitor, were ſent-upon.the entreaty.of King Doxald the” | 
Firſt; -which;the King. would not have onghts Jac he nat been | 
Chriſtian 4Þefvre.'+.It ,our.Converſign. had: been. wroug \G Y 
'Pope Vider.; hiow-came;itthat our Church was.not fa Cp td - 
-the Roman in-ontward rites , eſpecially in the. obſervance of 
Eaſter , whereof Vider, was but prepoltecouſly zealous ?. Moc 
-more probable. looks.the con)eQure .of. Biſhop Spetſwoed ,. that 
ſome of Fby's Diſciples, under the/perſecution of Domitjan,have 
had their refage hither,and were, inſtruments ofplantin g.Chri- 
ſtianity among us 3; and ;the. rather ,; becauſe this Church. s as 
kph FenU Ty 909 09 ge 
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\356- Of Myracles; 
very tenacious of the Oriental .Cuſtoms, alledging for it the 
_Authority.of Foby. However, Scotland was very anciently en- 
 lightned with the Goſpel ; -hence is that of Tertul, — 
d.cos cap. 7.Britannoarum Romanis inacceſſe. ont CHE» vero ſubdit 
| and their conformity in rites with the Greeks Church ; and not 
with the Latin , ſhew their Original was not from Rome, It is 
.2 manifeſt fatſhaod then; that the Roman Church-is the Mother 
..of all, -or-of -our Church of Scotland, | 
But ſecondly , this Pamphleter deceitfully - coofornds..axd 
; Joys together the endeavours of the Ancient Romiſh Church far convert- 
ing of Nations , with the pradtiſes of the preſent Romiſh Church for 
. Proſeliting Countries to the Popiſh perſwaſion. We acknowledpe the 
' Roman Church was inſtrumental in converting many Nations 
to Jeſiis Chriſt; hut it was not to the preſent Romiſh Faith, 
that not being then harched, but to the Chriſtian Faith. The 
' Iike alfo was done by other: Churches, particularly by the 
''Greek Church. Hence Ephreim Pagit in his Chriftianography, E- 
-dit. 3. pag; 21. renders this as one reaſon of the large Juriſdi- 
- Rion of the Patriarch of Conflentinople , the converſion of ma- 
ny Nations to the Chriftian Faith by his Suffragans, There- 
fore, though it were true that Scotland did owe her converſion 
ta Vidor, and Exglend to Eleutberizs, ( both whichare falſe ; 
.yea, the Goſpel was planted in Brituin ſome years before it:came 
« to Rome it ſelf, if Baroxius ſtory concerning Foſeplh of Arime- 
- thea, ad annum 35. or Gildas teſtimony, that Britain received the 
+ Goſpel in the end of Tiberius 'Ceſar's Reign, deſerve credit ) 
: this makes nothing for the truth of the prefent_ Romidh Faith, 
-or Catholiciſm of the prefent Romiſh Church ,. for the Ancient 
 Remiſh Church declined from the Faith of the preſent Popiſh 
« Church, as wellas we. | | ri] 
Thirdly, Particular Churches, though not altogether found 
in the Faith, but, ſtained with ſomeerrours:in; the integrals af 
'Retigion., may be inflramental in converting Nations:: As a Leprous 
man may heget Children, he is a- man., though not ai faund 
man, ' In this cafe it's by vertue of the ſound Principles af Chri- 
ſtianity retained in theſe Churches, that they beger Children un- 
to God, and.not of their errors ; nay, their errors do oft-times 
deface the work , for with the truths of the Goſpel they tranſ- 
mit their. errours, Such were* theſe converſions of Nations, 
wherein the Roman'Churclt had at hand in the-intermedial. A- 
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$855 ab thoſe af GComeny by Boyiface 3 | For ſure it is , that in 
Germary the Goſpel had been preached long before the time of - 
that Boniface, ſent hither by Greg, 2, in the eigch Century , as 
Boroniu gd 1mm 699. doth acknowledge ; and Boxbornias in - 
Hiſt. Univerſal, pag. 198. .doth prove from Ireneus and Tertwlian, 
that the ſeeds of the Chriſtian Religion were ſown in Germany 
in the ſecond Century z and ey are uy y> he exhibits An- 


» both in the Alemen and 


num 456. N. 4. WY 

But fourthly , It's more evident than can be denied, that He- 
reticks ond 1nfidels hape prevailed with Nations to be of their perſwefi- - 
01. Doth not Hereſje ſpread as a Gangrene ? 2 Tim. 2.17. Did 
not Phariſees compaſs Sea and Land to make Proſelites ? Mat. 23. 15... 
though tbey-made them the Children of the Devil more than themſelves ? - 
How many Nations have been leavened by Mabumetariſm? - 
Neither was that done only by farce of Arms, as Bel. alledges, 
but alſo by corrupting the Judgments of men 3 Mobrumetans be- - 
lieving their Alcorap as firmly, as Papiſts do their Tridentine Ar- 
ticles. Is.itnot told rhat Antichriſt ſhoujd come with: ſtrong 
deluſion, 2 Thef. 2. 10, 11. yea, and with ſuch ſteceſs, that the 
World ſhould wonder:after the Beaſt ? Repel; 13: 3. How many 
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IT Of Miracles! x 
" Nations were corrupted 'by Arriatiiſia ? Do we'not find the 
Leaven of Socinianiſm, Quakeriſm, &c. prevailing with ma- 
ny ? So that the Argument from bringing multitudes” to: rhe 
fame perſwvaſion'is very fallacious , -unleſs. the Faith' to which 
perſons are brought be ſound. -/And- if ie muſt be ſappoſed_ 
that the Faith'be ſound," before an'Argument be forcible from - 
that ground 7 there muſt be another” Evidence for the ſound*- 
neſs of: the” Faith, than this 'Pamphleter” hath” brought.” Yea 
Freculphiis in Chronico Tom. 2. lib, 4. cap. 20. by the confeſſion of 
Bellarmine, lib. 4: de notis Eccleſ.cap. 14. affirms the whole Nation 
of the Goths to have been converted by the Arrians to the'Chri- 
ſtiau Profeſſion from"Heatheniſm in the time of Walens the'Em- 
pzrour, Only the Cardinal 'to'enervate this teſtimony of 'Fre= 
culpbis, alledges from Socrates Lib. 4. cap.' 27. Sozom, lib,6, cap,Z7. 
and Theod. lib."4., cap. ult.” that 'the' greater part 'of the Gorhs 
were firft' converted to the Orthodox Faith ; and only after-= 
ward. perverted by' the' Arrians to their Herefſe. © But or the 
contrary , Socrates declares this to be 'the'ground on which the 
Goths were willing to accept the Chriſtian Religion”, becauſe 
of the aid which Valens had given to Phritigernes againſt 4Hthela- 
ricusz ſo as heſeems to agree with Freculphus. The outmoſt- 
that the other two, Theodoret and Sozomen have, is, that Vlphilas, 
the, firſt Biſhop of the-Goths, while Orthodox, had converted 
ſome of them to the Orthodox Faith, not the greater part; as 
Bellarmine affirms: © So that at leaſt this ſeems clear, that after 
Ulphilas turned Arrian,: he not only drew. the Chriftians to” the 
Arrian perſwaſion-, but many -Heathens alſo to [the profeſſion 
of Chriſt; wherein they were (o conſtanc, that under Athelari- 
cus,” not a few- of them” ſuffered death' on that account. If 
therefore Romaniſts aſcribe the*Converſion'of: Germany to Bonix 
Face , of England to Aiiſtin the "Monk ; and of Scotland to Pope 
_ Vidr, becauſe by them the Goſpel was propagated in'theſe 
Countries, though not firſt planted , how can they:deny., but 
on the like account , the Converſion-of the Goths ought tobe 
aſcribed to the Arrians ? Were not (the Ruſſiahs,' or-Maſcovi- 
ans, converted to the Chriſtiati' Religion by the Grecjans ; as 
teſtifieth Barron. ad amum $67. N, 10, 'when Photius was Patri- 
arch of Conſtantinople ,, whom Romaniſts hold for a grievous 
 SCATmInente=: 2 P56 L>T T7 ON,& 9. 6-at92799 
Fifthly , It's a falſhood ;- that no Nations -bave been'cotwerted by 
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either: ought'rhis: eo be; 
"Countries did formerly profefsChrifi 
er of the Goſpel. is 'no. els 


Lapland, Livonia, &c.. Not to mention the many Indians com 
verted in New-England, and other parts of ror Bur though 
it were granted that Heathen Nations:had not been converted 
by them, this would only charge -Proteſtants of a ſinful -nepli- 
gence, but not prove their. Religionto be falſe. Methinks this 
clamour of Romaniſfs _ our Churches for not beſtirring 
themſelves more'zeatoully for: the Converſion of Infidel-Nati- 
ons, ſhould awake Proteſtant'Princes;;. and Churches ſefiouſly 
to conſider , what may be done for'the Converſion of [nfidels 
both fur the advantage of the Goſpel, 'and to ſtop the mouths 
of 'our cavilling-Adverſaries. /» - | A-Hlod cue ; 
* Sixthly ,” Any Converſions made by Romanifts ,” bave been very 
wnlike the Primitive Converſions made' by the-Apojiles ; theſe have.ge- 
nerally been by-force, even theſe made inthe intermedial Apes, 
wanted not force ; that of Bonifaceamong the Thuringians, was 
| done terrore armorum , 'as Gerard obſerves ex- Chronico- Iſenacenfi, 
Cent. 8. Eccleſ. Hijt. cap. 1O.:. Charles the Great broughtithe. Sax- 
ons to imvrace the Chriſtiai Faith by: bloody Wars. '-But as for 
the late Romiſh Converſions, which-anly can; be attributed to 
the preſent RomiſhChurch,; how: bloody have:manyof. them 
been ? Who can read” what. their 'own:Bartbolomews. de las Caſa 
hath written of the proceeding :of-the Spanierds.in- the. Wejts 
Tndies without horrour:? 'Didnot'a Great Perſon, when a dying; 
hearing that Cathslick; Spaniards went-to Heaven ,; profeſs, bn 


' 


.... would never go there; uf Spariiards went thither, Judging, .it 


could be no good place where ſuch bloody men went, ,. Yea 
Granado, as cited by Gerard, loc! de-Eccleſ. cap. Io. Sett..4. $188. 
confeſſes; Eeucrudeliratys immanitate Hiſpan's erga illos. uſps, . ut 
'Sandiifimum Ghriſtiani nomen , "non Pietatis'& Religion; , ſed crude 
Btatia & immanitatis nomen habitum: fit 5 that is , through -rheir 
in iis A | L 7 ____Barbariey 
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indevs off the Chriſt ab Faich atrobg them left by che coh- 


7 <f thele people .in-uritienc- rites , and the couch. af 


bt rnd art rr ragay are in Relitions-nearer 
the, 'Pherevt T gavea hint cap; 3: Se, 4; And beſides, their 
is to convertthem rather to tlie Pope, and Papal Su 
tion, that to-JefusChriſtz Bur if. any Real Converſnn' be: 
whit by them; 1's wholly to be attributed to tie common 
Pitaciples of Chriſtianicy!,. yer retatned among Papiſts ,' bur 
jor fo ahy of ' their Popdlvevrauts: | | 
_ © Lerthe Patuphleter notice theſe/particulars , and then frame- 
at) Argument if he'can;,- without 'Rhetorical-declamations', to 
RE =o Church 10 be: the! ric: Catholick and Tn fallible 
2 mMUrch. 9% SO THF THO 20:1 | | 
- BacTinvert alſo this his ſecond Note, and.from it prove 
the fruth'of the ProveftanrRetigion, thus;| That Religion by 
which alone Nattons: tlavebeen-converted to thetrue Chriſtian 
Faith; is the only rrue: Religion 3 bur by the Religion which 
Proteſtants hold, Nations have only-been converted: Ergo. I 
prove the” Afumprion by: the Apeſtolick Religion 4 Nations 
kaveonly been conyerteSto the true Faith, but the Religion 
of Proteftanits is the Apoſtolick: Religion, atid: we own! none 
eſe. - Eer theirs and ours be compared if they be not-the ſame, 
Ergo, by the Religion: of Proteſtants Nations have only been 
Convettel: If any again fay, that a Quaker , o9 other H-retick, 
may make the fame Argament, it hath been anſwered already, 
Let matters be brought to'tryat by-Scriptures, which contain 
the Apoftolick Religion; andiit ſhalt be fond, our Religion, 
and not theirs. is the true Apoſtolick Religion : And we have 
this ſtrong prefumption for-us againſt both Papiſts and Qua*+ 
kers, neither of them dare tefer the Controverſfie to the dect- 
fon* of ' Scripture, the” one runhing}. th ati: infallible viſible 
Judge 3 the other toan infallible Light within. Bus we remic 
It'to thedecifion of Scriptures; which: Chriſtians of: al} per- 
ſwaſions acknowledgeto'beof Divine Inſpiration; yet it's not 
by prefumptions we would deal, but by a particular examinati- 
on of Controverſies ; let their Cauſe only prevail, who have 
real conformity with Scriptures. | 
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THe third Ntoof phe Ghiyob brought by zhis Jefuit, is taken 
- A from the m—— Sanfiaty * ork a peegrs deſides, 
that SanQity of Life js no {0lid-Note of the: true ivi 
Church ; | opti to which Romaniſt*havelcGground 
I ſay firſt, it's #9 ſolid Note of the-wifible. Church :.:For either 
they ſpeak of real internatSanfity, and Heart-Renovation, or 
of external and apparentSamtity. If of-the firſt, though un». 
douybtedly the Church has always. a Remoant of-truly Holy 
Ones, yer internal holinefs cannot beinfallibly:diſcerned:-by 
others , and ſo. much Be#. himfelf acknowledges, 1ib. 3. deEcr 
Gleſ. cap. 10, yea Romaniſts devy that a man can be infallibly 
certain of his own SanQity. If therefore heſpeak only of exe 
zernal and apparent Sanity , it's not peculiar to the Church, 
Hypocrites and;pernicious Heneticks may haveirt ; are we not 
xald, thet falſe Teachers may come in Sheeps cloatbing, Matrh: 7.15. 
bat they. ſpeak; lyes indypocriſe,..1::Tim. 4. 2. that they bave' a:forie 
of gadliveſs, 2 Tim. 3-15, ;thet the Miniſters of Satan trensformtbem- 
ſelves into Miniſters of Raghteouſueſs , 2 Cor. IT, 12. Dig et: Pherir 
ofets make long prayers? Mat, 23-24, Are they nor, om this ac- 
count , reſembled to: painted Sepulchres? verſ-22;” Dict nat 
Bell, lib. 5, de lib. arb.-cep+ 16. conte:, that 'by the works :6f 
Teachers we cannot pals a {urejndgment :on their Doftriine, 
becauſe their inward warks are not-ſeen, and the externil 
works are common both to: ſound and: unfonnd "Teachers 2 
Did not the Nevatiays pretend $0:/a much San&iry:, that ithey 
avould appropriate to:themſalyes the Name of Cathari, as:teſtie 
(ies Auſtin de. Here), cap. 39. 'Who (pretended \moreexteenal 
San&ity than the Pelaginns ?- Boe Birrgpr. lib,g. adverf. Pelag. 
-Were not Noqetifts ſuchi pretendess to Sanftity, 'thac they: denie 
ed-a Church tothe where there were any. wicked'? 'See Mipbouſus 
Caſtro edverſ, Hare). tit. Ecclcſ.: oth not Auffis teftifie,/ lib. 3. 
de. moribus Eccleſ. cap.:1 . that the wety Manichres Heceined many 
bythe ſeeming-San&iry-of their lives:2 Do-not Socintans ow 
2 2 FREY 
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hardly deſerve the Nameof Chriſtians, to much. San- 
ity , as Alſo our deluBedQhLIkeEt?/WYI Antichriſt himſelf 
want RISEISORInY Qity ? Hath nos the Beoff two Horns like 
the Lamb ? Revel. po Hark pt tha. JW ber a Golden Cup in ber 
band ? that is, ſhe guilds oyercher Abominations with the ſpe- 
cious pretences of Piety ? It were indeed to be_wiſhed that all 
the Lords'People were holy 5'yer alas, how oft hath the Real 
Church of God been overgrown with ſcandals? Are not the 
complaints of the Prophets on this accotint known, Micah 7.71 


loc. Exch; cap; 16. cap. 22. arid'cap. 36. Doth not the Apoſtle 
complain alſo of Goſpel Churches ? as 2 Cor. 12. 20, 21. Doth 


 :HOtiBufebius: Bb, 8, | Hiſt. cap. 1. hold out. the -wieked-lives of 
'Ohriſtians,:yea.and of Miniſters , to be the caufe of the- grie- 
vous perſecution-under Divclefian *- Hereupon Ancients would 
not haye the ruth of 'DoArine* examined by mens lives. Hie- 
rom lib. 3. cont. mar. unquen Catbolicorum-in diſputitione Se- 
Garum, TEE cit, adverſus quem diſputat. And Auſtin 
lib. 1. de mor. Eccleſ. cap. 34. Nunc'vos illid admoneo ,-ut aliquando 
Ecclefie Catholice male dicere definatis -, vituperando” mores. bomimum, 
' & ipſaFondemnat, & quos quotidie tanquam males filios corrigere 
ftudet. What need I more to compeſte this Pamplileter,” ſeeing 
Syapleton himſelf, Lib. 1.: de Princip. DoF, cap. 19, confefles . San- 
Hem eſſe. Eccleſiam., fed per” fuam” Sanflitatem- non inneteſcere. Did 
not Tertull. de preſcript. Jong ago teach , "that: we muſt meafure 
-perſans by Dodrines, non ex perſonis fidem ? i 
- It were the wiſdom of Romaniſts to be ſilent, as. tos this - 
matter, were I diſpoſed to write a Satyr. I might fila Vo» 
Jumn with complaints of the impiety of the Romiſh Church, -. 
and that out of their own Authors. Did 'not their” own Pope 
Hadrian the Sixth, in his-inſtruions to Cheregat his Nuncis to 
the Diet-at Noremberg confels , that the Church of Rome was great- 
ly.corrupted ; that the evil flowed from the Priefis to the people , and © 
rom the Top of the Pontifical Dignity to the inferiour Clergy , inſcomush 
that no man-did-aright. See- Hiſt. of the Council of Trent , by 
Padre Paulo., lib. 1. pag. 26. Edit. 2.-and Sleid. Comment. lib; 4. 
How oftchave they beentoldof the ruthful complaint of their - 
Eſpencens Comment, in Tits. 1, Ubi ſub. ſole malorum omnium licenis, . 
Sc... where more licentiouſneſs , inall manner of wickednels, 
than at Rome ? Tants ut credat nemo, niſi qui viderit , ut neget "nemo, 
wifi qui non.viderit ; akd thereupay, cites:the. lines of: their. own 
: Poet Mantuan. , V ivere 
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»b 72-211! Yo puire ith Cupitda ſcedite Ronda, 
__ Ongia exon pores a ec * Mi io Coe3 
Doth not Plitina'tel] in v1:s Mercallinty 'vitia\ nafitg > crevere, 

ut vix apud Deum nobid Tocuart vonid reliquerin $'Who: would ſee a 

>MA)tftyas of 'ſfich Nike prievens'tomplaints: of Rew/ninapy 

frorh' 7 beodoyicus & Niem, Cornelius Muſſus,: Bernard, Mgrfilins, Jan-; 
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frnius'sf Gaunt, &cc 1'remit theris to Jobn White; his way, to the. 
Church; $e4.'38.S; 34. ahd' to: Gerard de wotis 'Kevleſs Sed. 10. 
Fr's irkſome ts mie'to give an account what execrable Monſters 
many of their Popes have been: ' Ts not Sergins the Secondligy 
matized by Baronius Anno 908. Num.2. as vir nefandus, &c, a molt, 
vicious man ?Did he not Upon a moſt notorious Strumpet Mg-. 
rozta,'beget Pope Jobn-the Eleventh ,' whom Barenius Arno. 93 L. 
deſervedly terms a Monſter ? What another Monſter was Fobn 
the Tweltth ,*whom Platina calls Fobnthe Thirteenth 2? did he 
not poſſeſs rhe Papal Chair, accerding: to Barenius., Anno 955. 

X.:4.- about eighte years of Age ? one from his:Youthſaith 
Platina, Uefiled with all vice 'anditurpitude. -. Dothinot Qrapbri« 
us Annst. in-Plat, in-Fohn 8. enumeratea- mulcitude of Whores 
which he kept, as Joanna, Rayneria, Stephana, &c: ſo that he 
rurned the PaJace of: the Lateran to a 'Stew ?:Luitprand- reports 
of him; that-in Dicing ie would call upon theDeyil for; help, 

and dritk Healths'to the Devil: Platinaatfirms, that heidid-cut * 
off Noſes and Hands of Cardinalss andadds from others, that 
while he was Iying wittranother Mans Wife, he was ſtabbed to 
Death in the -A&R*of Adultery. - Luitprand: ſays ,>hedied of a 
wound given him by the-Devil: in his | filthirieſs): Yer Baronius 
be, cif. confeſſes; that” the whole Catholick Church did vene» 
rate this ' impure Wretch'as Pope 'of Rome: {Concerning 'Boni+ 
face the Seventh', ' doth not Baronius Annd\985, N.4, 2.-write, 
that he was a very Villain, a Church-Robber, and Murderer of 
two Popes!, ſo*that he wonld have his name blatted out a- 
mong Popes.” IP all the impious Monſters: were razed out, 
there would be a breat Hiatus in their ſucceſſion,, Had: not Zur 

nocent the Eigth ſixteen Baſtards ? Hence are theſ(> lines - 

' Offs Nocens pueros 'genuit, totidemque puellas,, 
Hunc merits potetit dicere Roma Patrem. ; 

-. Was not Sixtis the Fourth a Sodomite, and gave Licenſe for 
that Abomindtion'to his Cardinals for three hot-Moneths ; and 
as Cornelius Agrippe witneſſes, : erected a; Brothel-houſe at. Rn 


99! |1;;>vSaortiqut,lenenes, ale, Hotel eve; $6:4Thack'® of 
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&Papacy lt Sirkeny, 14.08 1.0 arous \cruelty | oe 
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writes, poyfoied Cardinals thathe might ſeize on their Trea- 
_ ſires; "by -which means, through a miſtake of the Poyſaned 
Gap -medfor others,;himſelf was poyſoned : Mott licenti- 


hisLuf; the-did nor:like other Popes, make his: Baſtards 

% > der thename of Ne yy but owned them as-his Chil- 

res ; both himſelf, and his Son., did inceſtuouſly conyerſe 

with his: own Daughter Lacretia : Hence were the lines, 
 WlevJeres3 in tumulo Lucrevia #omine, fed re 

-Fhais, Alexandri flis, Sponſa, wurus, ., 

/ Have: you not heard how Pope Paul the Gp did proſtitute 
his Sifter” _ Farnefia to Alexander the Sixth, that he might be 
made-Car ;3-andihow-himſelf inceſtuonſi iy abuſed bis Own 
Niece Laure —_ and.her Husband deprehending him in the 
A&,; woundedhim witha Dagger? And this.is that Holy Pore 
who firft anthorized the unhallowed Order of Jeſuirs, 'Whacr 
ſouldTiſpeakiof Fobn 23. who was:commonly called an Incar- 
hate Devilandwas accuſed by the Council of Conſtauce as an In- 
fidel; who denied the [Immortality of the Soul, and the Reſur- 
refion;; or of Leo the Tenth, who ina Diſcourſe. with Bembas, 
called che Goſpel a Fable. Doth not: Baronjuc confeſs. ad dans 
90s. that notorious Strumipets put- out, and in Popes at their 
pleaſure. 'LeſtT ſhould rake too {long 4in-this Puddle, ilet the 
confeſſion of: Marcellus the Second-:fuffice for all , who, as Onu- 

pbrius relates, penty profeſſed he could not ſee;bow any that poſſeſſed 
po Chair could be ſaved. Had the lived: longer , it's (hk he 
might have uſed more freedom, bur he died within 22 days af- 
ter his' Ele&ion, and, as is fuppoſed » not without an Italian 
Potion. 

But perhaps the SanRiry of the -Ramiſh Church 3s cloyftered 
up within their Monafteries : Hath not the World heard of mavy 
thouſand Infants murdered in their Cloyſters, their bones buri- 
ed in Privies and Ponds? Doth thatſpeak out their Piety? Bug 
I rather _—e take a Charader of the Sanity of their. Monaſte- 
ries 


| rnGOmithttfav@Wtiners;' viian \ neo wk! hedbiieren- 
ParciaP aecoubr 'hevEof ,-b cornmand may = the -y 
i{Nicehers de Chmnanges , wha lived 200 year 
his Book de corrupts FEcclefie fHatu. I oy oily ot needy nakghr; 
\fages,” the anepurÞhc22.) where he com Ammpares the Mani b y- 
_ arSto'the Phariſees) a1 affirms them to beraviiing Wotuts in 
reg rags, who inwards - preteiid 168 |  forſle% #p.of f Mal but 
| with ati" þoffible deceis and lying, & it', making fem- 
barite inoutward-ſhewof. Anfteriry, 5-4 Fun, bit ſecretly in 
exqi6 ſite Deficates, meb'o ariiry ry of Fl "Pleaſures, 5 2b exond:the Euxuri- 
cbſacſr of xl! w:.rldty mt1'; undiliker Bell's Ho deoowring the Ob- 
lations of- the People: , thoudb net with 1beir Woes, yit with their 
Brits; &e. T he other; cap;23 Where of Nuns, [Shame ( faith. 
he) forbidderby-me to! fpeaky of their, teſt'7 fronts thintion nt a.com- 
puny! of Virgins dedicated re God, bit: fiewel ,; decrnful:; impudent 
Wheore!, with their formioationraml\ idtefinus works'; ifwcwhec] pray 
you; are Nunneries now-adays ,\burthe exetrable) Brovhel: othel-bouſe of: Ve= 
-nus:, the Harbenrs of wanton youry wien; where they fat isfie- their Eu. 
That now-the Ueiling of a Nun is all one , as if ' you profiituted- ber. 10 
bi's W/bhwe. Yera wotſeCharatter thay be fiad of them froni A- 
grippade Van. Scient. czp. 62:5 Hence Pol. Virg: depo ae +, ÞJ 
-c&p. 5, wiſtied), ibat tbiſe diegr'of menimere cnt off. 5 | abut” with litir 
filth thty might 1s huger defalt the "Worſhip of God: - Was it: not-oR 


_ like' account that Mantuan; ar ealian: Monk ; made theſe 
11ES ? 


Roites pſa lupimar 
Reddita; feminto Peres doawte's oliliva "AS 77% 
#4. tyhwos obet uſque' Lures; inceftur Ohmpus: > 132 
Mdore bog falt# ejt tote een Orbe: © Day 
Warſen the Seculat Privft, qued byes 3 art; 4 pag. 32: clarge 
Jeftits:as maittaining that Magiftrates- may renee 
Publick Stews; or Brothe}- houſes; yea, iſo invehr is fithvely 
afferted' by Bttl{ le: 2: de Ani gra; catpi 18. ' "Ant np onde: 
they beint:openty tolerated ar! Rimb; -and. ay anon 
RUE CC [thereby to'the Pope: " "Gernrd 'Lrer dibiege 
8rti:; 9:mmemb. 6: Set. 163: rehceo from Starifſutes: Fr adi 
Hieronyarus Maransy that Pope Paul 3: tht qao0'Whoregiin his 
Rolls, from whom'he kada Mon hly Tribute; yed Anrippal dt 
Van! Scient, cap. 64;andrhe Gmaingheme: 7% x7. affommn, 
= the Priefts do ammath>paft a- Goncubinary Tribute: | May 
not 
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ſome Supreme "worſhip: of Latry to: the Croſs. This-is not :only the 
common Opinion.of- Romiſh Doors, as teſtifies Azorius; Part. 
V. "Inſtit.  Moral.+lib.'9.:.cep..6. but if we: may: believe Aquinas, 
Parts 94:25: #t.43 it's the Dofrine of. the. Romiſh Church; 
andthat it;is. fo Learned:Dalleus lib. 5. de obje8, cult; _—__ 
_ Eap.'J\ confirms by many Evidences' from the Roman Pontifical, 
Miſfals, and Breviaries: :If he be not an Idolater , who-gives 
the'S worthip of Latria to'a piece of Wood, or Stone, or 
Silver ni:ſhape of a Croſs ,: I pray who. is?; Thirdly, ! Pofery 
reaches that Religious worſhip is to.bs / given to Images 3. yea, 'it- we 
may credit Az#rias toc. cit, it's: the common. Sentimeiit of Res 
=? w0100000 


: ta hea ALF 13 to: EC: iver 
villOy. thanl rihity, are to be:adc Jha F ih, * 

ny will fay, that Images are:not properly..t6.be adored, 
r F SF . FA | i $2.43 '% 
only the Prototipe-before the I 
mag. cap. 21. to afſert, that they 


Saints they kneel, they ere&-Temples, and Altars , they pray, 
they ſwear by them, offer Incenſe to them, they celebrare Maſ- 
ſes to their honour, they aſcribe to them , eſpecially to the 
Virgin Mary, Titles fall of Blaſphemy , whereof Stembergius in 
Idea Papiſmi, Part. 1. Se. 3. cap. 1. hath colle&ed an Epitome, 
ſuch as, The Ocean of the Deity , the Complement of the Trinity , the 
S$gvioureſs of the World; the Queen of Heaven, the Author of Grace, to 
whom from God it is lawful to appeal, &c. Though to other Saints 
ſuch high Titles be not aſcribed, yet to them alſo they give 
Religious Worſhip proper to God alone.. Hence Bell, lib. 3. de 
Cult.-Sand. cep.'9; renders this reaſon-why they-make Vows to 
Saints; becauſe they are Dii” per participationem , . Gods by parti- 
Cipation. -Is not their Cationization of Saints called Apotheofis, 
a kind of Deification? Fifthly', Popery alſo teaches , that it's 
lawful to give Religious Adoration to the Relicks of Saints ;. to their - 
Bones, their Fleſh, their Blood, -their:Teeth, their Hair, their 
Nails, their Cloaths, their Shoes; their Combs , their Whips, 
&c.  $o the Council of: Trent in the laſt;cited Decree, and Yaſg. 
in 3, Part. q, 25. &iſp. 112, How groſly ſuperſtitious the Ro- 
mith Church is in the Adoration of Relicks', Dalleus deſcribes 
'Lib. 4. de objeG, Cult. Religioſ. cap, 9. 'I-might-add as a ſixth 
branch of Romiſh IdolJatry, the Adoration of the Popes , of whora 
fays the Lateren Council: under Leo the Tenth, Sefſ. 3. &. 10. EE 
univerſis populis adorandus, & Deo fimillimus ; and withal applies 
to him that Scripture , Pſa. 72; Adorabunt eum omnes Reges tegre. 
Among other'examples of adoring Popes , Stembergius in Ties 
Papiſmi, pag, 98; makes mention, how in the Conclave, imme- 
diately after the Creation of a new Pope, he is adorned with 
Holy Veſtments, anda Triple Crown, and {et upon an Altar; 
7 | | Aaa then 
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then the Cardinals kneeling, and kiffing his hands and his fer, 
do Religioufly adore him 3 and this by the Jratians is by way 
of Eminence, ſays mine Author ,' called L adoratione. To ſhut 
ap this freſt inſtance, either Tdolatry is-no part of ungodlineſs, 
- = Popiſhr Religion hath a manifeſt tendency to umgod» 

inel[s. 

Inftance'2. The Popiſh Religion throws 4ſgrace upon the buly 
Scriptures of Go , whereof I gave'an account in many particu» 
rs, Cap. 3, Sed. i. conſequently it muſt be an unholy Reji- 
on 3 for God hath magnified his Word: above all his Name, 

4. 138, 2. | | | 
| nc J. Popery opens a Sluice'to , and cheriſhes unrgodi;s 
neſs, by many of her Doftrines : As firſt, by Papel Diſpenſations, 
Popes have diſpenſed with Poligamy, Inceſt, Sodomy, whereof 
D. Beard giveth inſtances retrad. Mot:v. 1. It ſhall ſatisfie' me to 
give you the judgment of the Popes Caſuiſt,. Navarr. Fnchirid. 
cap. 22. Sefi. 84. Edit. Wirceburg. 1593, The Pope ( ſaith he) 
can difpence with all prohibited degrees of Conſanguinity and 
Aﬀinity, excepting only with the Conſanguinity inter aſcenden« 
tes & deſcendentes , as betwixt the Father and his Daughter, and 
berwixt the Mother and her Son. And for Fornication, the 
fentence of the Canon Law'is famous, Diff. 34. Cap. 4. He that 
hath not a Wife , but inſtead'of a Wife a Concubine, let him- 
not be kept from the Commiunion. ' They have difpenſed aiſo- 
with Perjury , diſobedience to Magiſtrates , and Rebellion a« 
gainſt fawfulPrinces 3 theſe Diſpenſations of Popes, Bernard 
in his time juſtly called Diſipations. Secondly, by Papul Indnl-- 
gences : As Popes can difpenſe with fins before they be cont-- 
mitted, ſo they can pardon them after they are committed; 
Who hath not heard of the Taxe penitentiaria Apoffolica', whei e- 
by fins are fet to ſale, and pardon granted for a little Money ? 
Yea, in it prices are ſet down for his Abfolution who hath kit-- 
led his Father, Mother, Brother, or Wife , or that hath lain 
with his Mother, or Siſter. They who carnot have: the: Book 
it ſelf , may find a confiderable account hereof. in Henry Forlis 
his Preface to the Hiſtory of Romiſh Treaſons; where aiſo' he 
ſhews, how debonnaireand frank Popes have been in giving 
Pardons for hundreds. and thonſands of years ; and winch is 
_ for ever and ever. Hence one of their own Monks could 

ng 3 
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Culpa ſolveris, quaque lig agus orie. - 

If thou with Marks, will tl their Arks, 
What e're thou doſt commit, -: 

By word or deed, thou ſhale be freed, 
The Pope hath pardoned it. 

Is it not the cuſtom of hy to (end abroad an infinitenum- 
ber of Conſecrated Crucifixes , Medals ,' ognus Dei's, Holy 
Grains, Beads, and ſuch like Traſh, that. whoſoever wears any 
of them, if he beat the point of death , and ſay (but in his 
heart the Name of Jeſus, he ſhall have a plenary and full re- 
miſſion of all his fins ? Beſides the great Mart.for Indulgences 
at Rome , have they not Prieſts and Jeſuits, like ſo many traf- 
ficking Pedlers venting theſe unlucky wares in all places ? Do 
they not hereby open a door to all licentiouſneſs ? Who would 
fear to commit ſin, when Pardon may be obtained at ſo low a 
rate? Thirdly, by impoſing upon infinite members of perſons in Or- 
ders , and on Votaries,the neceſſity of Lving in Gelibate , whether they 
have a gift of Continency, or not 3 yea, by teaching them openly, 
that it's better to fornicate than marry. So Bell. {ib, 2 de Ms- 
nach. cap. 30. Sed. ſed adferamns; and the Rhemifts on 1 Cor. 7. 
&c. How this hath filled the world with filthineſs, I hinted a 
little before from cheir own Authors, \inſomuchl that Caſſander 
profeſſed , Conſult. Art. 23. that not one of a hundred of their 
Midnks, Prieſts, or Nuns, lived chaſte. Fourthly , by the Do- 
frine of Venial Sins , teaching people to have low thoughts ' of 
ſin , as if there were ſome fins which of their own nature did 
not deſerve Hell fire ; what will make people bolder:on ſin 
than this ? Fifrhly, by their iwplicit Fanth,, and by prohibiting 
the mulritude to read the Scriptures, they. do nouriſh Igno+ 
rance , which is both a fin itſelf, andthe cauſe of more. fin. 
And ſixthly , not to add; 'more;,. have not the Popiſh Caſuiſts, 
eſpecially Jeſuits, by their Do&rineof Probebles .. and regulating of 
their intentions , taughta way how-to-canmic Villanies without: 
ſin , at leaſt a Mortal.ſinz if this be net to oper a:Gap'to im» 
piety , thoſe who have any ſenſe of-the true fear of God may 
padge. | | | 
? © - vob Popery contraditts the Great Defignof rhe Goſpel, 
which is to ſet forth Jeſus'Chrift as our complear Saviour, For 
firſt, it teaches that Chriſt bas'zot JOnPanyer all our ſins, but that 
_AAaa 2 we 
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we our ſelvesimuftſatisfiey! eitfier here, of in Purgatory , nor 
only for the puniſhmerecdue'to'theſe fins which they call Ve- 
nial , buta} o't5rthe tenipora}puniſhmetit due ro Mortal fins; ' 
yea Ruardus T apperut,'as'Fell.; Gal forthe F. depenit, cap, 1. adds, 


that we may make ſarhfattion'ts God: for the! finit-ſelf,- and the eter- 
nal puniſhment due thereto. ''Secondly, Popery teaches, if we may 
believe the Rhemiſts: Annot. in 2 Tim. 4. 8. that good works are truly 
and properly meritorious, and full worthy of eternal life; and that 
thereupon Heaven is the due, and Juſt ftipend, Crown, or recompence, 
which God by bis Juſtice oweth to the perſons ſo working 5 informuth 
thatithey ſpare not to fay, Annot. in Heb. 6. 10. that Go4 would be 
unjuſt if be rendred not Heaven for the ſame. To the like purpoſe 
they ſpeak Annor. in 1 Cor. 3.8. Are not theſe impious Do- 
Arines highly injurious to our Bleſſed Redeemer ? For if: he 
hath ſatisfied fully for: all our fins, and merited Heaven fully 
for us, there is no place 'Jeft for our Merits, or ſatisfation. 
Aud to ſet up humane'merits and fatisfations, is toaccuſe the 
ſatisfaftion and Merits of Chriſt of imperfetions It's: but a 
ridiculous and impious evaſion of Papiſts , that: they derogate 
nothing from Chriſt by their ſatisfa&ions and 'merits , becauſe - 
Chriſt purchaſed -to them Grace to ſatisfie, and Merit. For be- 
ſides, that this isa meer figment, and precarious Aſertion, 
without a ſhadow of ground from Scripture ; it: carries: a re» 
pugnancy in its own boſom ; for if humane ſatisfations flow 
from Grace purchaſed by. Chriſt, they are not proper ſatisfa&tt- 
' ons, ſeeing theſe muſt be ex propriis, & jndebitis ,, of that which 
15 our own , and not due to him to whom the fatisfaion is 
made 3 beſides ſatisfations muſt be ad zqualitatem , equal to 
to-the injury done : Now can any thing done by us be equal 
to the offence of the infinite Majeſty of God? Hence Bell. 
Lib, 4. de penit, cap. 7. wreſtles with his own Confcience, and 
ſpeaks manifeſt contradifions as to that thing ; as Dalleus de- 
monſtrates, Lib. 3. de ſatisfac. & penit. cap. 3. We ſatifie , faith 
he , and ſatifie not 3 our works are equal tothe inju/y, aud not equal; 
they are our own, and not our own. ' Thirdly , Popery teaches that 
we are not juſtified by the: imputed righteouſneſs of Chriſt., but by-in- 
herent righteouſneſs. Let any judge if we do not aſcribe. more 
honour to Jeſus, who'acknowledge the righteouſneſs of Chriſt 
to be the ſole ground of. our Juſtification , or they who make 
it a righteouſneſs inherent in us ; by. Bellarmin's Os, 
Lib. 5» 
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Iv "7a Sebpr tu i flmuin in" ſold mitſericordia: Dei congui» 
eſcere z it's Wo to repoſe te confideneetin'theMercy-of. 
bd,” Fobirth! , Popery, atchealt in the Jeſtir-ſenſe,: ſuſpends. the. 
fitaty of converting Crate from thi Free-will' of :man'; which: may. 
make lef# Grice efficicibus ;' when ſtronger proves. inefficaci-. 
ous: 7 So ekÞtfeſly Milina, and other Jeſuits',. which . gives: man 
occaſion to glory, as'if he had made himſelf to differ from a- 
nother. This vanity is 'not only redargued by Auſtin, \de bong 
perſever. cap. 6. but alſo by their own Caſſanger , Cenſult, de Lib,: 
Arb.: This, (aith he, 'is the part of '« godly-minded: man... to attribute 
nothing to bimſelf;' but all to Gods Grace, &c. - There. be many o- 
cher Popiſh DoArines injurious: to- our Redeemer, as that of 
Supererogation, Interceſſion of Saints in the ſtrength of their 
Merits, &c. | WS; 
Inſtance 5. Popery, eſpecially Jeſuitiſm, openly teaches, and 
Juitifies many impious pmatices deftrufive to humane nature. Thint on- 
ly at three of them 3; viz. 1. Equivocation, 2.:Perfidiouſmeſs ; and 
3. Rebellion againit Princes. I ſay firft Equivocetien , Tolet Infirud. 
Sacerd, lib. 4. cap. 21, Num. 5, 6. ſaith , that « man may not only af- 
. firm, but alſo ſwear a known untruth , provided be have but the wit to 
have a ſecret Mental Reſervation , to- compound & true Treipeſtes of 
what is ſpoken, and what be thinks + As for example, an Adultereſs may 
without fin, not only affirm to her Husband, but alſo ſwear ſhe never knew 
her Paramour, with this ſecret reſervation, to make it known to her Huſ- 
band, The ſame is taught by many more of their approved Au- 
thors , Zanches, Parſons, Leſſius, V alentia, Becan ;, the Jeſuit with 
the long name Andreas Endemon. Foannes, &'c. when- Garnet , the 
Provincial of the Jeſuits , was convifted by the Judges of ma- 
nifold prevaricatiuns upon Oath, he juſtified what he had 
done. becauſe he had made uſe of his Mental Reſervations 3 of 
which ſee Hoſpin. lib. 3. Hift. Feſuir. cap-4. fol. 168, 169. What 
converſe can be with men of ſuch a Principle? Though this 
DoArine of Equivocations be not yet formed into a Decree 3 
yet when it is ſo publickly and frequently taught by the moſt 
famed Dofors of the Romiſh Communion, and no cenſure put 
upon it, whether it may not be'charged on the Church, thoſe 
that are unbyaſſed may judge. Secondly Perfedionſneſs, eſpetially 
in their dealings with thoſe they hold fcr Heretickg, Fobn Huſs, whom 
chey Martyred at the Council of Conſtance., contrary to a pro- 
miſe-of ſafe Condutt given by the Emperour Sigiſmund, had ex- 
I perience 


# 


- 


as e368 —__ 
I VO 70 y » —_— aSBv o > "<a hy 3 
, Sea Sat each xy Ny F p 

. Tos, 18 BY - - . ©% Wo SF © 

=- % " . 
2 Fo % 
, | 5 
% 
b . 
. 


=rcied by Crehentbary Nejen] Ecotej. Angiic.Gop.B3.Y.5. not on 
bay reps Homo tos ils 32. ſervande 
mit, -bur alfa confirms it by the Authority of the Council 
of Craſtance, and by Aquinas , Crakemborp , ikjd. reports from 
Cockle us Lib. $ . Hift. Huſſit. of a Letter of ape Mertin the Fifth 
to Mleaxander, Duke of Lituenie , wherein the Pope thus writes ; 
Spito te dare fidem Hereticis won potuifſe , & peccare te mortaliter , ſi 
ſervsbis ; rhat is, know that Faith cannot be given to Hereticks, 
and that it's. a mortal ſin to keep it. And Urban the Sixth pro- 
claimedas muchin a publick Bull, which Crekentborp cap. cit. 
Sed. 6. tranſcribes , from an Authentick Manuſcript therect 
our of Sir Rebert Cattox's Bibliothec; perhaps it's on this ac- 
count, that ſome Romaniſts ſay , they do not maintain that 
Faith is not'to be kept to Hereticks, becauſe, according to 
chem, Faith-cannot be given to them. I added thirdly, ther Po- 
pory teaches Rebellion ag ain't Priwces. TI ſhall pot blot Paper here 
with the Poſitions of private No@ors , as Bell. lib. 5, de Pontif. 
cap. 7. Non'ticet Ghriffianis tolerare, it is not lawful for Chrijtians to 
polerate a King rhat is an Infidel , or an Heretick,, if be endeavour to 
tr aw bis Subjetts to Herefie, or Infidelity ; or that of Tolet. Inftru@, 
Sacerd. lib. 1. cap. 13. & long at the Prince continueth Excommuni- 
cate, the Subjelts are freed from the Oath of Subjeition. But to leave 
particalar Authors 3 did net Greg. the Seventh ſtir up Rudolph 
of Suevia to rebel againſt Henry the Fourth the Emperour ? 
Did not Paul the Third Excommunicate Hezmry the Eighth of 
Bngland , and command his Subjetts to take Arms againſt him ? 
Did not Piws the Fifth excommunicate Queen Elizabeth, and ab= 
ſolve her Subjefs from their Allegiance ? Pope Paul the Fifth 
didno leſs to rhe State of Venice , by the Fulminations of his 
Interdi&, pronouncing all excommunicate who ſhould obey 
them. The Commonwealth of Lucce ſuffered. the like from 
Urban the Eighth, as alſo Odeardo Farneſe Duke of Parma. 
Whereupon the Author of the Hiſt. of Card. Part, I, Lib. 1, 
Pag. 18. affirms that Nero, Heljogabulus, Targuin, Caligula, and 
Dionyſus , arrived never at that height of Tyranny , which the 
Popes of Rome have come to, in dividing Princes and their Sub- 
zefts. If it be asked, whether Popiſh Councils have owned 
fuch Principles ; yea, in their firſt General Council at Lyens, 
Ann) 1245. under Pope Innocent 4. Frederick, the Second. is cepri 
ve 
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_ redby Popeamd Conncidos his Empite: | 
foived ſom ti6io Allegiancs: Thee Low Council, dow 121g 

under Pope Tamcent 3. cap. 3, decrees ; "If « Temporal Loid y 

le to purge bis Territories of thoſe whan the Church declares 

ritks , be ſhell be excomtmuni by the Menropotitan , anil if be do 


nor amend, the Pope may Sites be ute A En LI INES 
_oul expoſe bis Land tobe ror pe upon by Cat And the Coun» 
cilof Conjtance. Seff, 45: irdains or Hereticks of ,wharfoever Dignity, 


P.triarchat, Archiepiſcopal, Regal, Reginat, TE interdited and. -de- 
prived. When $i*tus the Fikeh thundered out his Bulls againſt 
the King! of Nawar , afterwards: called Henry! the F - of 
France ,, and the Prince of Conde ,' depriving em not-only 6f- 
their Latids and Dignities, but alſo of the righr of furcefiivn 
to the French Crown , abſolving Subjefts from' their-obedi-» 
ence ;: ie: declares he did this to/ them according to rhe Ca- 
nons: Confcquenely theſe rebeltious Principles are not. only 
re ſentiments of privare Doors, but authorizedtby the. Ro- 
miſh Church. Yet Þ wilt nor fix this intputation upon all Ro- 
manifts, forall have not Learned theſe deprivof Saran. . -. 

But becauſe F added in the Aſſumprtion,' rhap ——wai 
ally the _ _—_— ay maintained: b 


{pres 
molt" "pions © againft borh the: Tables *6f he Law: of 
God + hereof abindantexainples' Mex mney be tint foim rhe Provin- 
cial Letters 'of Montaty , and the efaits' Morals', collefted by 


x Door of Sarboy , and Pyvotechnics Loads cap. 3."Sef. 2; 
yu F only'colleſ fone then # few particulars. vt 


7, That Jeſtiwhotd:ber's ſuſitient rhe mew love Getome 
wi doyidir; that” wh ave f06'fo mach AR to love God', at 


not to bate bimy yea, that a max muy be ſaved without ever loving 
God": That this is caught by Jeſuits, eſpecially El Bp. is 
fhewed Provinc. Epi, YO: and in' novis Wendvoks | 


by rhe Aurhot of the Feſwits' Moruls res 2: Pavy. 2, Cap. '*, 
Art.'1. 


— Secondly, that nies way'be ſoveid witheur _ ; rhar of. 
mitiou'or ſorvow for fwour of fear boy though owly' gener al with 


0,8 articuley fins , thoug b fender without intemtion do 
pcdugerr ar h' of font comtinuante ,” bur fot ornpe wan 


omed with Sacerdotal Abſolution , may be fuſcient' for the pardon of 


= And this Efeober liokds out; no wth Fk: one of their project 
Ra ecrtzih truth 
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Ireg. de-Valentia;, that \they -hold Concrition to: he; huttful;co 
the Sacramentof:Penance; 'for Contrition blotting. out ſin;sf 
it felf, leaves nothing ta: be done by-the Sacrament 'of- Pe- 
nance, - Eſcobar affirms as much'/on the . matter bb. 14, de Sacram, 
penit. Sed. 2..Probl. 26. Nin. 125. of the impious Dottrines of 
Jeſuits concerning :repentance ; ſee the Author of the Jeſuits 
Morals diſcourſing at length, bb. 2. Part. i. Cap.2. Art. 1, 
Thirdly ; that Feſuits allow borrid 1dolatry, yea and witchcraft ; 
particularly that they allowed their proſelited Chriſtians in 
Chins, and the Indies, to joyn in Heatheniſh Idolatry, by this 
ſubtil evaſion of hiding under their Cloaths an . Image of 
Chriſt, to which they might by a Mental Reſervation dire& 
theſe publick Adorations which they gave to the HeatheniſhT- 
dols ,: Cechim, Choen, and Keum Fucum. This Montalt proves -to 
be done by them Epift. 5. and that it's lawful to uſe Charms, to con- 
ſult Conjurers , that the diligence of an expert Conjurer in Diabolical 
Arts is worthy of areward. This the Author of the Jeſuits Mo- 
vals lib. 2, Part. 2. cap. 2. Art. 1. Poynt. 4. pag. 289. proves from 
Tambourin, Zanchez.,and Sanfius, and Montalt Epiſt. Provine. $. 
; - Fourthly. , Jeſuits excuſe and extenuate the fins of ſwearing, bla- 
ſpheming, as is ſhewed copioully in the Jeſuits Morals, peg: 291. 
To {wear lightly and unconcernedly, is only a venial fin; ' ſaith 
Zanchez; yea, the Author of Pyretech. Loyol, pag, 40. fays, they 
bold it to be.a leſs ſin than to eat an Egg in Lent 3 that to call God to 
be witneſs to 4 little lye, doth not deſerve demugtion ; 'that by the-Bul- 
la Cruciata « men may be diſpenſed with the Vow be bath made not to 
commit Fornjcation, or any other fin. air; arid gan 
Fitthly., you have ſo little regard to the Spiritual War- 
ſhip of God, that they ffirm that it's enough that a men he bodily 
preſent at Religious Service , though be be abſent 4 to bis mind, pro= 
viding he bebave himſelf with external reverence, This Montalt Epift. 
Provinc. 9..proves' from Gaſpar Huitadus , Conink,; yea'brings' in 
Vaſquez and Eſcobar granting, that a man may fatisfie the Com- 
mand concerning the Worſhip of God, though he come with 
pores intentions not to attend the Worſhip of God , ſed. li- 
bidinoſe «ſpiciendi feminas. 7 LN 
- Sixthly , Feſuits deſtroy the duty which Children owe to Parents. 
Tembeurin and Coftro-Peleo, cited by the Author of way pe 
. | Morals, 
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 Seventhly , Feſuits, contrary to the | 
bloody-murtbers ; as that a man who. could eſcape by flying, may. 
kill another, who intends to afſault-him for his. hfe. :So Leſſſus 
de 'Fuft, & Fur. lib. 2. cap. 9. dab. 8. Num. 44, 45. yea, that be: 
may kill for @ box in the ear, for reproachful words, or geſtures,” albeit 
the Crimes objetied be true-: So "Leſſius.ibid. dub. 12; num. 7.\$. $1; 
or for the defence-vf bis go14s, were it but for an" Apple, :0r « Cropn;: 
if this ſhould. occ rſion 'reproach or diſgrace.” ' That this'is the Do-; 
qrine of Amicus, and other Jeſuits , 15 ſh2wed. by the Author of. 
the Jeſuits Morals,” pag. 312. &c. 0 Lol 
Eighthly , Contrary to the ſeventh Command ; they teach ,-that 
though a woman were ſenfble what en ill effeft ber: vain: and: gorgeous! 
Dreſſes would work onthe Bodies aud $:nls of thoſe/that ſhould: ſee bir, 
yet were it 110 fin at” all to-make uſe thereof; as Montalt Epit.9. ſhews: 
from Eſcobar, and Bzunius ;: and the Author of rhe Jeſuits Mo- 
rals, pag. 334. brings in. Tamborrin, Azorinus, and Fagundcz. aſ-: 
ferting , that there m4y be invincible ignorance in'ſome, of the Precept., 
which forbids Fornicatiin'; and conſequently. according} to thete; 
Authors; it may be pra&:fed by 1! - 7 4 CL ; AG Ii 
MOLEAD 5.5 42WY | in. 


fo Ronſb San8ity; | 
fin. Aud pag. 337; 338. he cites Leflus, Toler, Sowbes, and Eſes- 
har kl ON for bealth, and otber ends, may rs 54 
red and rejozced in. I bluſhto relate the filthy caſes,and inpious 
gdecifions of that Jeſuited: Cafuiſt Diane reſolut, Moral, Part. 2. 
trad. 17. refolrs. 37, 38. | 3-4 
'  Nitthly,' Contrary to the eighth Command , Feſuits teach and op» 
prove theftueus. pratiices, Emmanuel Ss. verbo furtum , pag. 262, 
reaches, that it is lawful to ſteal from @ rich man, who is bound in- 
conſcience to ſupply the neceſſities of the poor, Baunius, as Cited in 
the Jefuits Morals, pg. 341, affirms, that a wan is not bound to 
reffore-wihas ts taken by many: petty thefts , whatever the total ſum there- 
of woy amount to, The Author of Pyrotechnica Layolana, pag, 44. 
fhews from the myſtery of Jeſuitiſm, that they hold a Son may 
ſteal from the Father, that Servants may rob their Maſters to make their 
wages froportioneble to their ſervice, that a Religious man may quit 
his; babit tv" go and ſteal , as well as go incognito to the Stews, that 
Gbeating is lawful under the notion of their contra M-hatra:, yea 
Baunius , as Cited in the Jeſuits Morals, pag. 343. ſaith, that « 
Wife or Children being called into Judgment, to ſee th:mſelves ordain- 
ed:to confeſs what they bave put afide , taken, or uſurped of the move- 
ables, inheritance, or goods of the deceaſed, are not in Conſcience to con- 
feſs-it 3 andbecanſe they may be brought upon their Oaths, and obliged 
ta ſwear before a Fudge , he gives them this expedient , Never- 
theleſs that they may not lye., and ſo doing forſwear themſelves, the 
prudent Canfeſſor ſhall teach them, that they are to frame a conception in 
their minds , according to which they may form the Anſwer and Oath, 
which. they may make by the Command of the Judge, to jutifie aud 
makg bim believe their Innocence. Is not this to add perjury to 
theft ? Of the thefruous-praftiſes of Jeſuits, according to theſe 
their principles, a large account is given in a Tradtate, entitu- 
led, The Moral pratiiſe of Feſuits : Nay , they teach how to-- 
make Simoniacal tranſa&ions without ſin, by. ordering of the - 
intentions, as is ſhewed in Pyrotecbnica Loyolaua, pag. 44. 
I only add tenthly , that Jeſuits teach- groſs violations of the. 
uinth Command ; not only by their equivocations , and mentab 
reſervations, at which I hinted before , bur alſo by faying, that 
itis allowable todefame an Adverſary , by charging him with - 
crimes whereof he is not guilty , as is ſhewed by Montalt Epiſt. 
15. Theſe Principles of Lying being inſtilled by Jeſuits inte- 
the Empereſies Ladies, the whole Court was: put into 8 com> - 
| | buſtion 


| 
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_ buſtion by falſe reports , until Þyivoge the Capucin convinced 
the Empreſs of theſe pernicious lying Principles of Jeſuics. 
Time would fail me 1n reckoning forth the impious Do&rines 
.of Jeſuirs; theſe few hints, I hope, may ſuffice to demon- 
ſtrate, that the Dof@rines of Popery , and more eſpecially as 
maintained by Jeſuits , have a Native rendency to impiety. 
Well did the Apoſtle 2 Theſ. 2. term it « Myſtery of Tniquity. 
The Pharifaical Cob-webs of pretended Piety wherewith 
this Pamphleter from pag. 199, would commend their Religi- 
on, are eaſily ſwept away. | | | 
| _ As 1. He talks of the glorious Temples and Hoſpitals, &c. which 
they have built. Have not Heathens and Mahumetans done the 
like? How glorious was the Temple of Diane at Epheſus ? 
How ſtately are the Moſche's of Mahumetans .at Conftentinople ? 
Did not Herod build the Temple of Feruſalem with ſuch mag+ 
nificence, that ſome think it did exceed the glory of Solomon's 
Temple ? Didnot Phariſees build the Monuments of the Pro- 
phets ? Is it not ſaid of Apoſtate Iſrael , Hoſ. 8. 14. he hath 
forgotten his Maker, and buildeth Temples ? Doth' he nor 
remember, that the ſame Obje&ion was made of old both by 
Heathens againſt Chriſtians , and by Arrians againſt rhe Or= 
thodox ? Ina word, therefore we do allow comely Edifices 
for the Worſhip of God, and endowments for pious uſes. Tt's 
the obſervation of that Learned and Ingenuous Perſon Do&or 
Don Serm. on Matth. 5. 16. that there have been more endow+ 
ments for pious uſes in this Jaſt Century ſince the Reformation 
1n Lag/ops » than was In any one Century when Popery'pre- 
vailed; only thisI muſt add, it's not curious Fabricks ; 'but 
pure Dodrine, and ſpiritual worſhip, which do demonftrate a 
true Church ; bur Popiſh Temples are full of Idols, Superſti> 
tion, and Idolatry. | 1- IF EG 
. Heobjeds ſecondly , they have thouſands of Monks who have re» 
nounced the world , and live chafily, and\contemuriches and pleaſures; 
and ſo have Mahumetans their Votaries;and Rechuſes. © be+ 
lieve it will trouble Romaniſts to-giye a SctiprureWarrahe, of 
Preſident, from the firft times of the Goſpe] Chureh ,, fer 
thoſe who could be uſeful tothe Church, to ſhut rhemſelves up 
in Cells from all converſe with men; Who knows not how un- 
Jike the Monaſtick life at this preſentini the Romith Church, is 
from that. which at lebgth crept into [the Church in ancient 
Bb b-2 -rimes 5 
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times; yet we thould not ſo-much blame: them who betake 
themſelves'to Monaſtick retirements, [if they gave themſelyes 
ro:the ſerions ſtudy of Mortification,and to'the frucexercite 
of Religious Duties” preſcribed -in*rhe 'holy* Scriprures. But 
the devotion'of: Romiſh:Monks iis for moſt” pare meer Stper- 
ſitiou; conſiſting i117 'the obſervation of -ſome Rules invented 
by ſuperſtitious perſons, as Francis, Dominick , &c. What im- 
piety is ated -untera;ptetetice of Monaſtick auſterity, Thihted 
efore,  Naw.::letahy conſider what great' Mortification -it is, 
under a pretence of: Poverty , to go into ſtately Palaces endu- 
ed'withiichReveaues? tuyter a pretence'of Faſting , -to feed 
-oiz ſuch:chear, as'a Senſuat Epicure would prefer before ſump- 
tusus Feaſts? :tider- a-pfetence of Chaſtity,” ro Vow againſt 
Marriages: which-is-Gods Ordinance , but -not- againſt- other 
fleſhly| impurivies? - Hence: Bell. gives this* reaſon why it's lefs 
ſin fot a.Prieſt to: Fofnicate than Marry: becauſe by Marrying 
heviolates the VowroFt Contineney,, - implying they vow not 
againſt /Concubines. - Laſtly 5 many who retire to Monaſteries, 
do iteither ona tedium'sSf worldly buſineſs , or diſcontent, or 
ſuperſtitiouſly, to expiate ſome atrocious crime , deſperatio fa- 
cit "Mdnachum: : : 15 Va | 
-.> But thirdly, ſays he, they bave Saints, as Gregori's, and Leo's, 
ard Celeſtin's. &c. But who gave their Pope power of Cano- 
Nizing Saints ? Is not this an Innovation unknown to Antiqui- 
ty ? How can the Pope infallibly know the Sanfity of others; 
when he cannot be ſure of his own? Nay , have not many of 
them: lived like incarnate Devils? Have they not Canonized 
ſome for Money ? others to promote ſuperſtitious ends , yea 
ſome. who never were ? Do not their own Authors, ſach as 
Cardinal Cajeten , queſtion the Popes Infallibility in' Canoni- 
Zing, ©c. I ſuppoſe he will not fay all their Pope -Leo's and 
Gregoris were Saints. I believe nor Greg.” the Second,” who-pro- 
nounced Hezekiab an Heretick for breaking of the Brazen Ser- 
pent'3 nor Greg, 9 who'tyrannized over Frederick the Second. 
Who may. not paſs fora Saihtamong them, ſeeing” Grep. 7. that 
Brand of Hell, has-a place in*their Calendar, why have they 
ot added Leo the Tenth, 'who-looked on-the' Goſpel-as a Fa- 
, to bear him: company ? -As for Celeſtin's';) was that Sandti- 
ty or Simplicity inCeleftize the Fifth', to be cheated by Bniface 
the Eighth.aut of the Popedom ito an_Hermitage?! But Binifuce - 
berfia $242 _ fearing- 
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fearing lie-mightrevoke thatSanftity-, ſhut .hige 
hes he died'for \diſpleaſure that -he had been #001: 
.:*But fourthly ," He: pitches on: ſome real Saints , as. Chryſoltomm, 
Ambroſe, Auſtin, aud. 36: ancient, Biſhops of Rome that were Mar- 
ty's. I grant theſe were Saints, but none of them Papiſts, more 
than the Prophets were Pltariſees - though the Phariſees buils 
their Tombs. ' Yea ,*tor was Bernard, though he lived-in late 
and corrupt times}, aRomaniſt-of the Jlare,Egition; he, did 
not approve.tiie: wile. Sy!teme of the now: Tridentine Faith, 
though he efeaped not altogether the Contagion of-the times 
he lived in; he. was:indeed.a Monk ,-and in*many things ſu- 
perſticious ,3yetmot a.through-paced Papiſt, as is ſhewed by 
| D. FrancisWhite in defence of his Brother D, Fobn bite againit 
T. W.P:' Pap.343, 314. and in particulars, that he held the 
ſufficiency of the Scriptures - without Traditions, Juſtification 
by Faith alone, that our works. do not merit of condignity, 
that no man 18 able to keep the Law perfeRtly, that a juſt man 
may through mercy be aſſured of Grace, that Here is no ſtich 
Free-will in fallen man as Jeſuits afſert, and that be ſtood a- 
gainſt the: pride of the Pope, and the Immaculate Conception 
of the Vixgin Mary, To-theſe , which D. Fobn White had con- 
firmed from Bernards writings , D. Francis adds divers other 
points , as that he held the:Euchariſt is to be a Commemora- 
tive Sacrifice., that he taught uot Adoration of Images, that 
he believed-Habityal..Concupiſcence, to,be.a ſin, and that he 
maintained the:Authority and Preheminence of ,the Civil Ma- 
giſtrate, -and.theſybjection of: the. Apoſtles; and of all Eccle- 
ſiaſticks torhis Juriſgitzon, tt - >, 

This third and: laſt:Note,of- the Church, taken from Sanity, 
might be inverted as theformer hath. been, not ou! y from the 
Identity of our. Religion with the Apoſtolick Religion, which 
is the only truly hqly:Religion, but-allo.by appealing our Ad- 
verſaries', to pitch upon one Article agreed on in the Harmo- 
ny of Confeſſions, which hath not.a tendency to Holineſs. And 
laftly, by putting aJl to it,; who have but ſo much indifferency 
as tobe ingenuous.,: if the Reformed Churches. have not at- 
ways afforded multitude off ſerious, nnblameable and devout 
perſors. * Es hs 
- By this time, I hope , .1t may appear , that the Pamphleters. 
"Bury. - hifee - 
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x -/ Of. Catholiciſm; 
three Notes of the Church, Miracles , Converſion of Infidels, 


<- -and Sanity of Life, make nothing for the Catholiciſm of the 


 Romiſh Church , but prove convincingly the truth of the Re- 
formed Church. Had he brought the reſt of Bellarmin's N otes, 
he ſhould have found them to be as little for his advantage, 


SECT. IV. 


A touch of the Pampbletcrs hints at two other Notes of their Church, 
viz. the Title of Catholick,, and Succeſſion. & 


[E ſnarles paſſingly pag. 201, 202. at the Name of Catholick , 
H as if the Argument held from names to things: Do not 
falſe Prophets, falſe Apoſtles, and falſe gods, aſſume the names 
of true Prophets, Apoſtles, and of the true God? Was not 
Simon Magus A&.$. 10. called the Power of God? Did not 
Mahomet call himfelf the Great Prophet, and his Diſciples 
- Muſſelmans , thag is, ſound believers, and Abdullam, or the ſer- 
vants of God? Hath not the Title of Catholick been afſumed 
by Novatians , as Witneſſeth Cyprian Epiſft. 73. by Donatifts, as te- 
ftifies Auſtin in Brevic, -collat. col. 3. diei cap. 2. yea by all Here- 
ticks , if we believe Ladaent. Inſtit, lib. 4. cap. 30. and Auſtin 
contra Epiff. Fundamenti cap. 4. The Orthodox allo are Teady 
ſometimes to indulge Hereticks with the ſplendid names which 
they vainly aſſume to themſelves , as ſome were called Apoſto- 
lici, ſome Angelici, 'orhers Gnoſtici, &'c. beſides it's queſtioned, 
whether the Chriſtian Church was always adorned with the 
Title of Catholick ; the contrary ſeems to be yielded -by. Pa- 
cianus Epijt. 1. ad Sempron. and D. Pearſon on the Creed; Art. 9, 
brings great Authorities to prove, that in ancient Editions of 
the Apoſtolick Creed , eſpecially in the Roman and Weſtern 
Church , this Epithete Catholick, was not added to the Church, 
However, ſure I am, the Title of Catbolick, without the true 
Catholick Faith, is but magni nominis umbra. Certainly the Ro- 
man Church is not the Catholick, if either the Catholick 
Church be taken for the Orthodox Church, in which ſenſe the 
Fathers termed particular Churches Catholick, as that of 
Smy:na in' Euſeb, Hiſt. lib. 4. cap. 15, that of Naziauzum., and 
many others , in Greg. Nazianzens Jatter will. But the Roman 
being groſly Heterodox , as hath been proved, is not Catho- 

lic 
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Hick in this ſenſe 3 nor is ſhe Catholick , if the Catholick and 
Univerſal be the ſame, the Roman being bur a part, and leſſer 
part of Chriſtendom , the greater and ſounder part, at this - 
day, renouncing Communion with her ; yea, Papiſts call chem- 
| ſelves Catholicks with a term diminnent , Catholick Romans ; 3. g. 
Catholicks, not Catholicks, or Schiſmatical Catholicks , who-- 
being buta part of the Catholick Church, would Monopolize 
Catholiciſm to themſelves alone. When therefore Proteſtants - 
call Romaniſts Catholicks, they do as when they call the Turks - 
Munſſelmans , becauſe they aſſume theſe Titles , though unde- 
ſervedly, to themfelves. That of Pacieme in the forecited E-. 
piſtle is very remarkable ; Novatianos audio de Novato, aut Nova- - 
tiano vocari , Seftam tamen in his, non nomen incuſo : Nec Montans: 
aliquis aut Phbrygibus nomen objecir, | 
As inſignificant 1s his other hint, pag. 202. at the pretended per= 
petual Succeſſion of Paſtors in the Roman Church from the Apojtles. 
For Succeſſion meerly perfonal, and local, if it be not alfo 
Doarinal , cannot provea true Church. Hence ben. lib, 4. cap.' 
A3-Joyns , Cum Epiſcopatus Succeſſione chariſma veritatis ; i, e. the 
gift of Truth with ſucceſſion ; and Epiphan. Hereſ. 55. teaches, - 
that now we are chiefly to enquire after ſucceſiones Doffrine, 3.4. .. 
the ſucceſſion of Doarinez and Tertull. de Preſcript. contra He- 
ret..cap. 32. faith , Though Hereticks ſhould pretend & Succeſſion af. 
Biſhops , yet the diverſity of therr Doarine from the Dofirine of Apo='- 
Rles., will prove them not to beof Apoſiolical deſcent.- And again, al- 
beit-fome Churches could inſtance no Apoſtles , or Apoſtolick 
perſons from whom they are defcended, tamen in eadem- fide-- 
conſpirantes , yet being found to have the ſame Faith , Apoſtolice- 
deputantur pro conſanguinitate Doftrine, they are accounted Apc-- 
ſtolick, becauſe of the conſanguinity of DoQrine. Excellent- 
ly faid Nazlanzen Orat. 21. 3 wy ig Ipoyrepy ag} ipoSgondy 70 
Searn SoEiv gi avnvgordy, wii nuer Tpoopety, » fs ax Hey £61. 
Madexinss i. e, He who profeſſed the ſame Doftrine of Faith, hath an 
imterejt in the ſame Throne cy See; but be that defends contrary Do-_ 
Erine, is Adverſary to the See ; for this latter bath bur the name of Snc-. 
ceſſion , but the other the truth and reality thereof, What need I 
more, ſeeing their own Learned Stapleton, Controv, 1.9.4. art.2. 
NÞtab. 5. confeſſeth , that bare perfonat and loca} Succeſſion 
isnota ſure Note of the true and Orthodox Church. . And 
ſurely we. cannot. conclude from it the being of the'Church, 
either 
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either affirmatively; or negatively ; not affirmatively; by Bell. 
his: confeſſion , (74 4 & Eceleſ cap. 8. for when Arrianitin bY 
verſpread the Oriental Churches , they. had a perſonal and- 1o- 
cal. {ucceſſion of Biſhgps 3. nor yet negatively, .as if they were 
no Churches, where-perſonal ſucceſſion ,is\ wancing , elſe. the 
firſt. Apoſtolick Church which ſucceeded to none, had been na 
rue Church; yea, there ſhould hardly be a Church to day up- 
on the Face of the Earth ,- there hardly being a Church found- 
ed by the Apoſtles, in.which, alas for pity !. the Lyn of Succef- 
ſion hath not ſome time or. other been .pefturbed with the in- 
tervention of Hereſie , the Roman not excepted, Greg. de Va- 
lentis Tom, 3. Diſp. 1. q- I. pund, 6. acknowledges ſome Do- 
arines of Faith , either thorough negligence, errour , or 
wickednels of men, may for a time be as buried,” which after- 
ward thorough the Churches diligence may be revived. 
But. as for the Roman Church*®, ſhe hath neither Do@rinal 
nor Perſonal Succeſſion ; not Dodtrinal , as I have proved 
cap. 7. yea it will be hard to prove, that the Complex of their 
preſent Religion is elder than the Council of Trent. Nor. Per- 
ſonal : Is it not evident from Hiſtory, that ſome have taken the 
Papal Chair by Force, ſome by Fraud, ſome by Simony, ſome 
by Magical Arts , yea and ſome of them have been openly He- 
retical, as Romaniſts themſelves reckon Hereſie , if Arrians, 
Neforians , Montanifts, Eutychians, Monothelites be  Hereticks. 
Hereof we gave a touch Cap. 2.SeG. 2. Arg. 3. Sure I am the 
relt of the Patriarchs of Conantinople, Alexaxdria, Antioch, and 
Feruſalem, can inſtru& a perſonal Succeſſion no leſs than Rome. 
Excellently did one compare the Pope of Rome pretending to, 
{ſucceed Peter , becauſe he ſits in the Roman Chair , unto Uibiws. 
Ruffus , of whom Xipbilinus in the Life of Dion reports , that 
becaule he fat Fg Ceſar's Chair , therefore he gloried. as 
if he had been Ceſar. to oft Eons: 
The chief Cavils moved by Romaniſts againſt our Succeſli- 
on, relate to the Call and Miſſion of our Reformers , and ſuc- 
ceeding Paſtors, which though this Pamphleter hath not 
touched , yet ſeeing others lay ſo much ſtreſs upon them, and 
they may appear ſomewhat ſpecious to 1:18 diſcerning per-, 
ſons , I judged it might not be unfit briefly to reſolve the 
more important of them. | 
Firſtthen they obje& this, The Call and Miſſion of our firſt Re- 
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Church, ws'the Apoſtles, and vuhers 4 and this is al which vi- 
ther Ferom inthe place<ited:, or Cyprien Epiſt. 69.-in a tike te- 
Nimony intended. From which T infer; though it were pranc- 
ed, which yeris ſplendidly falſe, that there werenmo lawfi)l Pa- 
ors in the. Reformed Charches , yet: the” nullity of theft 
Churches could not beconcluded,, butonly a defett of need- 
ful Organs and Office-bearers', yedgghough there were neither 
Paſtors in Reformed Churches, the Roman , yet would 
it not folloyy ,* that the Catholick' Church had no Paſtors , for 
the Gatholick Church extends it felt far beyond-themHoth, . ' 

- -\Btiriin the next place Texatirine their firſt medinm, and to o- 
verthrow all ; it's a ſplendid falſhood, that the call of our Re- 
formers was'null , for it had the Effentials requiſite to the call- 
of Paſtors , conſequently ſacceeding Paſtors are ordained, ab. 
habentibns poteftutem 3 as to'thar Dilemmez which hath been ſo of-- 
ten canvafed and confuted., Tanſwer , the Call of Reformers was. 
wediate and ordinary , and fo needed not extraordinary Cre- 
dentials. They were not called to any new Fun@ion , or to- 
preach any new truths; whereas ſome have faid their Call was 
extraordinary. It is tobe underftood only quoad modum , non- 
quoad ſubſtentiam; or-in regard of Heroick, and in Tome fort, 
_ extraordinary endowments wherewith they were fitted for- 
reviving: collapſedtruths , as 1s Jargely expounded by Voetius, 
Bb. 2. deſper. cauſ. Pap. Sed. 2. cap. 24, and D. Pridewux de wocat... 
Miniſt. $. 7. ET 
 Buriit's urged, tbat thenthey have had their Miffton from Minjfters 
of the Church of Rome, whom many ProteFants bold as Antichri-. 
ftien, It's readily granted, and that without the lteaft advan- 
ow the Romiſh Intereſt, oe detriment to-rthe Reformed Re- 

1ON. 

or fatisfping thoſe that are judicious herein, let theſe few- 
things be conſidered. And firſt, Though all Proteſtants be- 
not agreed that the latter Popes of Rome are the'grand Anti-- 
chriſt, yet they who ſpeak moſt mildly in the thing , cannot. 
but acknowledge that Romaniſts hold many Antichriſtian Do- 
Qrines, and that the ſpirit of Antichriſt hath long wrought in. 
the chief Rulers of che Church of Rome , both in regard of 
_ their Heretical Dofrines, eſpecially that of Papal Infallibilj-- 
ty, then which not one can better ſerve the turn of: Antichriſt, 
and of the exorbitant power uſurped by Popes, not. ouly _ 
e a 1 


Of Succefion) 
- alt Biſhops , but alſs over Kings, and whatſoever is.calle$ 

\God. Sce of «this D. Fern in his conſiderations of the Church 

-of England Reformed, cap. 4, Secondly, according to. the prins. 
ciples of both theſe (not only of them who hold! the. Pope: 
to be a Petit Antichriſt, and a Fore-runner of the Great One, 
bur alſo of them who affirm him to be the Grand Antichriſt ) 
our Lord under the Papal Tyranny preſerved a Church. in 
theſe Weſtern parts , and conſequently. many great truths, ſuch 
as the Trinity , and Incarnation, and the ſubſtantials of many 
Ordinances , particularly of Baptiſm, and of Ofpdination , al- 
beit both of them were clogged with additional: corruptions 3 
yet in evidence that the Reformed Churches - held their Bap< 
tifm and Ordination valid , they did notrebaptize, or:reordamn 
thoſe who had been baptized, or ordained by the Church of 
Rome: Neither need any think ſtrange at this , who! remember 
that it's predi@&ed of the Great Antichriſt, 2 Theſ, 2.4. that be 
ſhall fit in the Temple of God. From which it toHlows:, that: 
though Popes be the Great Antichriſt, yet Orders being one 
of theſe remains which God had preferved under Antichriſts 
Uſurpation , Ordination conferred by/ Antichriftian Miniſters. 
(not in fo far as Antichriſtian, bur as-retaining ſome of Chriſts 

oods) might be valid. Thirdly , I add, that in this theWiF-: 
Jn and Goodneſs of God doth greatly m"—_ that under 
the prevalency of the Tyranny of the Papal Fa&ion, he would 
wx. the a Church , and thereby tranſmit to Polterity the Ho- 
ly Scriptures , which did Juculently diſcover the corruptions 
of that Apoſtatized Church , and convey. down orders/to Mie 
niſters , who by vertue of their Ordihationwere authorized 
and obliged to endeavonr the Reformation of - the Charch 
Fourthly , that our Reformiers did 416t fetup /a' new Church, 
but did reform the old Apoftatized! Chareh ;- fo that: there 
needed no new Ordination, or immediate Call,” but only faiths 
fully ro improye the power given'them in their Ordination, to 
ſhake off, and witneſs aga'nlt the eorruptions:of that lapſed 
Church. And fifthiy and laſtly, thismaſt beadded], though 
Ordination was clogged” with corruptions atthe time when 
our Reformers received Ordination in the Church! of Rome; 
yet was not Ordination in the Romith Church by far: ſo: cors 
_ Tupt as nowitis , for then Pope Pizs the Fourth, his impious 

Oath, whichhe impoſed ttpon all perſons t6-be Ordained j:whs 
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not contrived; By all this; I hope;'it may appear, that our Re- 
formers Ortination was" valid , though received by Romiſh. 
Miniſters,” and yet the Romiſh Party not vindicated from. An-. 
c&xhrifaniſn.:;. 0 £1 4 rio 3500) gs $6 FP 
It's further obje&ed., that Proteſtants look upon Romaniſts as He-. 
reticks;' and conſequently ought to look, upon Ordination from them as 
all, > Anſw. That ſequel is'null; Do not Romaniſts maintain, 
that Orders imprint an indeleble chara&er on the Soul, which 
neither . Schiſm nor Hereſie can extinguiſh , and that Sacra- 
ments conferred by. Hereticks are valid, and particularly of 
this: Sacrament! of Orders? Jeſuit Connick, Tom. 2. de Sacram,. 
diſp.20. dub. 9. |Num. 84. concludes , Certum omnino eft Epiſco- 
pun Excommunicatum, Hereticum, & degradatum, valide conferre or- 
dines; i.e. It is altogether certain, that Orders conferred by a 
Biſhop Excommunicated, Heretical, and degraded , are valid. 
And though Proteſtants acknowledge no fuch Sacramental cna- 
rafter .impreſſed on the Soul, yet they affirm that by Ordina- 
tion a power is conferred, which is not utterly made void by 
every Schiſm or Hereſiez ſo that though Schiſmaticks, or He= 
reticks, a& irregularly in ordaining , yet Orders conferred by 
them are not null and void : Neither are they whom Schiſma- 
ticks.or Hereticks ordain , bound in conſcience to propagate 
theSchiſmor Hereſies of thoſe who ordained them : yea, by 
relinquiſhing the Schiſm and Hereſies of their Ordainers , what 
irregularity was in their Ordination is ſupplied, and they come 
into a capacity of conferring Orders regularly , which their 
Ordainers abiding in Schiſm or Hereſie could not do.. Henee 
it apparently follows , that though Romaniſts be boch Schiſ- 
matical and Heretical, and a& irregularly in conferring Or-. 
ders, yet the Orders conferred by them to our Reformers, 
were not only valid,  butalſo the Reformers, by relinquiſhing: 
the Heretical Dodtrines, and Schiſmatical principles and pra- 
&ices of the Chureh of Rome , and by owning the Catholick 
Truths oppugned by Romaniſts , had the detefts and irregu-: 
Krity of their Ordination ſupplied. Thus Romaniſts them- 
ſelves anſiver concerning the Biſhops whom they own , who 
had beenordained hy Cranmer in the time of Schiſm , as they 
call it, ſaying. they attained the regular uſe of their Orders 
 byreturning from Sehiſm and Hereſie in Queen Mary's time, 
when. they were reconciled to the Church of Rome; they ought 
TY | Tot 
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not then offend at us for making uſe- of the ſame Reply to 
them. I ſhut up this Anſwer to this-ObjeRion with that ſay- 
ing of 'S. — 65. Et fi quiſquem traditer ſubrepfiſſet ; albeit 
ſome Traytor hadicrept\ints the Chtrch (he means the Ro- 
man, in which too too many Judaſſes have been ſeen ſince that 
time ) Ribil prejudicaret Eccles, aut Innocentibus Ehriftianis , it 
ſhould. nothing prejudice the Church, or Innocent Chri-- 
- }; From pag. 203, to 207. he breaks forth into -4 Flood of Thraſo- 
nick Clamorrs', as 'void of truth, as of ſobriety,” as if Prote- 
ſtants acknowledged the Popiſh Church to 'be the moſt Ancient 
Church, 4nd ever to have poſſeſſed the greateſt part of the Chriſtian . 
World , converting Nations , working Miracles, and that the Church 
before Luther ſhould have been deſtitute of the true Letter and ſenſe. 
of Scripture; and thereupon vainly miſapplys to the Romiſk 
Church that word of Tertull. Olim poſſideo , prioy- poſſideo. The 
falſhood of all - theſe hath been already. as- copiouſly demon-'- 
ſtrated , as the nature of this 'TraQate would permit: And. 
particularly it hath been ſhewed, that one of our great Excep- 
tions againſt the Popiſh Church is her Novelty , under a Mask 
of falſly . pretended Antiquity. That the Complex of their - 
Trent Religion is latter than Luther, and that the truly Cathos- - 
lick Church continued'in all Ages, having both the Letter 
and ſenſe of holy Scripture, and-Subſtantials of Faith main- - 
taining the ſame Religion , which the Reformed Churches do - 
to this day 3 confequently the Reformed Churches 'are truly 
a part of that Catholick Church, from which Romaniſts do- 
 Schiſmatically ſeparate themſelves. Though Romaniſts had : 
more Antiquity than they have, yet that'of Tertull: 3b, de Ve- 
land. Virg. Cap. 1, miglit ſtop their mouths , Nec veritati pre-. 
ſcribere poteſt Spatium temporum , vel patrocinia perſonerum, vel pri- 
vilegia Regionum. Neither length of time, nor Patrociny of : 

Foes , lor, priviledges of Countries , can preſcribe againſt. 
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4 Brief Reparty to bis Concluſory Knacks. 


T*= vain Knacks wherewith he ſhuts up his Treatiſe, pag. 

207, 208. are ſolidly confuted to my hand , by Learned 
and Judicious Mr, Rait in his Vindication of the Proteſtant 
Religion, pag. 268, for with the lame froathy talk his Adverſa- 
ry alſo had..concluded his Scriblings3 It ſhall be enough there- 
fore to me to make this Retorſion on Romaniſts. 

They have Faith without Verity, Unity of Intereſt without 
Unity of Judgment , a Catholick Church without Catholiciſm, 
excluding the greateſt part of Chriſtendom, an Infallible Judge 
defining coutradidtions , and make the Divine Law a Noſe of 
- Wax; a Church with many Heads, Altars,and Sacrifices, with- 

out Divine Inſtitution , aPropitiatory Sacrifice, without ſhed- 
ding of blood, yea, withouta ſacrificing a&, Image-worſhip, 
Bread-worſhip, Croſs-worſhip, Relick-worſhip, Saint-worſhip, 
(if they may be believed) without Idolatry, Sacraments with- 
out viſible Elements, Sacraments ſo far from ſanifying , that 
their maſt Religiqus perſous are obliged to: vow abſtinence 
from them ,'Speders of accidents without a 'ſubjeA; they eat 
and. devour their God, they have: devotion without under- 
ſtanding , performing holy things in an unknown Language 3 
they have Paſtors without Preaching , "Communion without 
Communicants z they maintain a ſinleſs perfe&ion , yet teach 
manifeſt violations of the Law of God ; they cannot only me- 
rit Heaven by their-works, but alſa ſypererrogate , yet ih ma- 
ny 4hings they offend all ; the Satisfaftion of Chriſt, accord- 
ing to them, needs a ſupply of -penal ſatisfations , either in- 
this life, or in Purgatory 3 the Efficacy of Grace depends on 
the beck of Free-will , and Eternal Ele&ion muſt be founded 
on the preſcience of mens good works , Popes have Apoſtoli- 
cal Fun&ion , but no immediate Miſſion , nor ſpeak they with - 
Tongues, &c. they obtrude lying ſigns and wonders, yea, ri= 
diculous Fables, for real Miracles, the Enthuſiaſms of their 
Pups for Divine Oracles, and bundles of Novelties under the 
Vizour of Antiquity ; many. Books they hold for Canonical 
Scripture , which neither the Jewiſh nor Primitive Chriſtian 
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' Church did everown., Ina word, they fee upy Religion buitt 
upon no Divine Authority, butupen Humane Traditions, and 
definitions of their Church, repugnant to Scripture , to Anti« 
-quity, to Reaſon, and'to the ſenſes of all the world, teaching 
1mpious [defatry againſt God , and perfidiouſheſs to men, re- 
_ ceiving addition, of alteration, as the Grandees of the Romiſh 
FaFion find moſt to cunduce for the Grandeur of the Pope, 
21d Intereſt of the Court of- Rome, 

But leſt I ſhould ſeem to fay nothing to his Knacks ,. I an- 
ſwer firſt, we have both Faith and Unity , Faith grounded on ho= 
1y Seripture 3 and not only Unity in Fundamentals , which is 
neceſſary to the being ofthe Church Militant, but alſo-in moſt 
of the Integrals of Religion, as may appear. by the harmony 
'of Confeſſions; whereas they have neither true Faith not Uni- 
ty 3 for hardly do they diſagree from us in any thing ,. wherein . 
they are not ſubdivided among themſelves, Secondly, we have 
Hoth a Law and'a Fudge, a Law betternor the Canon Law, the 
Divine Law of holy Scriptures , a Judge both Celeſtial , the 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt , and Terreſtrial, the Synods of the Church x 
But Romaniſts to ſhouſder up their pretended infallible Fudge, 
whom yet they cannot-agree upon, throw intolterable indig- 
nities upon the Law of God, as hath been demonſtrated cap; 3. 
Thirdly , we bave an Altar and Sacrifices , an Altar notTike their 
Altars of Damaſcus , but an Altar which ſan&tifies our Oblatis- 
ons, the Lord Jeſus Chriſt. And thus Agrzinas himſelf ex- 
pounds that of the Apoſtle , Heb. 13: 10. we bave an Altar, 'We 
have alſo a Sacrifice, rot only Enchariftick of prayers andiprais- 
{ts , but alfo certainly Propitiatory , vis; of Chriſt on. the 
Croſs. Fonrthly , our-Sacraments are not bare ſigns, as Roma» 
niſts ſlander us , but-exhibitive of Grace , which catnor 'be- 
truly faid of all theirs. Fifrhly , Though the Worthip of God 
with us be not clogged, as in the Romiſh Church,witha heap 
of Ceremonies, partly Heathenifh. partly Jadaical, yet we have 
Religious Ceremonies , vis, Sacramental Rites , and theſe alſo of 
Divine Inſtitution. Sixthly, the Miſſion of ourPreachers hath 
been ſuſtained agair ſt rhe cavils of Romaniſts, but a Divine 
Warrant cannot be ſhewed for their Popes Univerfal Vicarfhip, 
or the Princely Dignity of their Cardinals. Seventhly , Onr 
DoFrine is infallible , and the ground of onr Faith fure , unlefs 
Romanifts, like Infidels, will queſtion the Infallibility of: the 

Scripture. 


4 Pilfrigd. 
y4: Though we pretend not to a Phariſaical 
ledge the Commandments 
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_ '&6.a&ed freely in their acceſſion to-the Powder-Plot. Twelfth- 
ly; we pretend not to any new Apoſtles, nor is there neceſſity of new 
Miracles , our Do@rcine having been fully confirmed by the Mi- 
_ racles of Chriſt, and his Apoſtles. Thirteenthly , It's more 
than Romaniſts can prove, - that particular Churches have not Au- 
thority to reform themſelves, when General Councils cannot be bad to 
undertake the work, Fourteenthly., we leave private Spirits, and 
new Lights, againſt old revealed: Verities , .to Quakers and Pa- 
piſts. Fifteenthly , Single mens Opinions againſt the common conſent 

Fathers, bave more affinity with Feſuits Probables than Proteſtants, 

0 juſtifie their-boldneſs in broaching new Opinions, Pozs the 
Jeſuit, as cited in the Jeſuits Morals, Part. 1. Cap. i; Art,t. pag, 
267. brings a Teſtimony from a Council of Conſtantinople , Bea- 
Jus qui profert verbum inauditum 3 as if the Council had faid;bleſ- 
fed is he that produces a word unheard of, or ſome new thing ; 
whereas like a Jeſuit , he mutilates and perverts the words of 
the Council , which are, Beatus qui profert verbum in auditum obe- 
dientium , bleſſed'is he who utters a word to obedient ears. 
Sixteenthly , We are not «ſhamed to maintain, that the Apocryphal 
Books are no part of the Old Teftament , becauſe the Jewiſh Church 
did never receive them ; being told, Rom. 3. 2, that to them were 
committed the Oracles of God, Seventeenthly , there have been 
ftedfalt Paſtors and Martyrs in the Proteſtant Churches, who have ſealed 
the Truth we profeſs with their blood. Our Dodrine, and the Sub- 
ſantials of Goyernment, being founded on Scriptural Autho- 
rity, 
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_ .rity, muſt conſequently be unalterable : whereas Rome*s chan- 

ges, as to dogmaricals, Worſhip and Government from Ancient 

Rome, are-{ſo many, that we may take up that regrate of her, 

= Hei mibi, quielis eras, quantum mutaris ab iU13 
Koma ? 

The Author deſigned a peculiar Cap. in the cloſe of this 
Treatiſe, for his own vindication from the Criminations of the - 
Pampbleter , together with a plain Reparty tothe Jeſuit Tribe. 
But finding that theſe Papers had ſwelled beyond his expe&a- 
tion, he hath at this time ſuperſeded much of that labour; 
aud the rather, ſeeing theſe things touch not the Cauſe, and 
Jeſuits are known to be perſons of ſuch malignity , that their 
Inve&ives find little credit with thoſe that are ingenuous; yea, 
there be who reckon it an honour to be maligned by them. A4r- 
gumentum redi eſt diſplicere peſimis. Let horelore theſe tew hints 
of the chiet of his Accuſations, at this time, ſuffice. 

. Andfirſt, Who would not ſmile that I ſhould beaccuſed by 
this Pamphleter as a man of uncertain Religion ? eſpecially ſeeing 
himſelf acknowledges, pag. 24. that the Theſis maintained by 
me is, that the Religion of Proteſtants is the true Chriſtian 
Religion. If therefore the Religion of Proteſtants be known, 
mine cannot be uncertain : In that Faith was I Educated from 
y Infancy, and hitherto, thorough mercy , have continued, 
ob» therein I truſt to die. Bur who can be ſure ofa Jeſuits Re- 
ligion ? whoſe Principle it is to equivocate, and by the help of 
his Mental Reſervations to affirm and ſwear one thing , and to 
think another ? What Sceptick and Infidel Gloffes , which 
' would make Chriſtian ears to tingle, Jeſuits have put upon 
the Apoſtolick Creed ? Alphanſus de Vargas relates de Stratagem. 
Feſuit cap. 18, 19. yea, ſo cuſtomary is it with them to change 
themſelves into all ſhapes3 and as was roundly told them by a ' 
Gentleman of the Long Robe in. the Parliament of Pars, te 
have one Conſcience in one place, and another in another, that 
the world paſſes. this Chara&ter on them , Feſuita omnis homo, 

Muſt not ſecondly , Jeſuits be men of rare confidence, who 
can accuſe me of Diſleyalty, for Preaching a Seimom on ſuch a Text 
of Scripture , upwards of twenty years ago, when | was a very 
young man, wherein [ do ſincerely profeſs I had not a difſoy- 
al thought. Are not the (editions Lectures of Jeſuit 'Hay, and 
Jeſuit Cawmolet. known ,, who openly taught execrable Regi-. 
cide, both in School and Pulpit ? _ not the Treaſonable 
D WI 
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writings of Mariana, Suarez, Santarell, and of other Jeſuits, af- 
ſerting the lawfulneſs of depoſing and murthering of Kings, 
ſer forth permiſſi Superiorum? Hath the world forgot the bar- 
barous Paracides ated upon Henry: the Third, and Henry the 
Fourth, two French Kings? or the Powder-Plot deſigned a- 
gainft King Zames, and the two Houſes of the Engliſh Parlia- 
ment., and of the deep accelſion ct Jeſuits to all rheſe ? What 
Sticklers Jefuits were in the late Commotions of Britain, D.Mou- 
litin his Anſwer to Philanax, from pag. $8. to 64. hath given an 
accauut. How doth an Accuſation of Difloyalty ſavour out of 


theſe mens:mouths:? May not here the words of the Satyriſt 


have place ? 
Duis tulerit Gracchos de ſeditions querentes ? 
Quis Celum terre nonmſceat, & mare Celo ? 
__ $4 fur diſplicest Ferri, bomicida Milonis, 
Glodius accuſet mechos, Catiline Cetbegum, 
- As for me, the Heart-ſearching God knows, I abominate 
whatever hath a tindture of Diſloyalty 3 and therefore to cut 
off ſuch Cavils , as I have aſſerted in this TraQate the Ancient 
Chriſtian Faith againſt Romiſh Novelty, ſo do I avouch before 
the world Primitive Chriſtian Loyalty. I do cordially ſubſcribe 
to- that of Optat. lib. 3, contra Parmen. Super Imperatorem non eff 
mſi ſolus Deus ,-qui fecit Imperatorem ; and to that of Tertull. 4pol. 
cap. 30, Imperatores in ſolius Dei ſunt poteftate , & quo ſumt ſecuntdi, 
poſi quem primi , ante omues , & ſuper omnes , & Neos & bomines. 
Whatever is or hath been repugnant to this , I do tor ever diſ- 
own. If notwithſtanding all this , Jeſuits will renew the ſame 
Accuſations, they will do but like themſelves , reatting againſt 
me Cockjeus , Bolſecus , their game againſt Lither , Calvin , and 
Beza, charging them again and again with Calumnies . the 
fallhood whereof hath times without number been evicted; 
bur: this, I hope , will fatisfie perſons of diſcretion and in- 
genuity. | 

When thirdly, the Pamphleter did accuſe me 'of Diſciplinary 
Uacillations , he would perhaps have been more ſober , had he 
refleted on the atrocious Vacillation of Pope Liberiw , who 
profeſſed the Orthodox Faith the one day , and ſubſcribed the 
Arrian Confeſſion , and the damnation of Athanaſius the other 4 
or of Pope Marcellinus, who profeſſed Chriſtianity to day , and 
facrificed to Idols to morrow ; or of Claudius Aquavivs, Gene- 
ral of the Jeſuits, who firſt did approve Marijans's Treafons 


able. 
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able Book, and then, for fear of the French King, condemned 
jt. Nor know I what Apology can be made for any of theſe, 
unleſs it be ſaid, Mrutarunt linguam,nonmentem, that they changed 
their Tongue, bur not their Mind 3 which leaves no lefs ſtain 
upon their ingenuity , than the change of their mind would 
have done Upon rheir Intelletuals. Here I muſt advertiſe the 
Pamphleter , that he and his Fellows diſcover either ignorance 
or malice, when they upbraid Proteſtants with their Diſciplj- 
nary differences , as if they made different Religions. If theſe 
of the. Epiſcopal perfwaſion refolved their Faith on the Bi- 
ſhops Authority, as Jeſints do on the Popes ; or if Presbyteri- 
ans reſolved their Faith onthe Authority of the Claſlis, as the 
French and Venetian Papiſts do on the General Council, they 
would indeed make. different Religions, as Papiſts certainly 
have different Religions , notwithſtanding their vain preten- 
ces of Infailibility and Unity : But the Faith cf all Proteſtants, 
under theſe various denominations, 1s reſolved ypon the Au- 
tliority of God ſpeaking in the Scriptures 3 van nh , they 
do agree in Dogmaticals, and ſo cannot make different Reli- 
gions. I heartily wiſh there were more Paciticatories written, 
and more pains taken for accommodating our Diſciplinary 
Controverſees ; that all found Proteftants might unanimouſly 
concur againſt Jeſuits, and the common Adverſaries. of the 
truly Catholick Faith. I deteſt Schiſms , however I be re- 
proached by Jeſuits , remembring that of Cyprian de Unit. Ec- 
cleſ. Qui pacem Chrifti & concordiam rumpit , adverſus Chriſlum fa- 
cit : quiſquis a matrice diſceſſerit , ſecrſum vivere , & ſpirare non po= 
ref, & ſubTantiam Salutis amittit. And T would humbly obteft 
all difident Brethren about theſe Diſciplinary Queſtions, (if T 
could with tears of blood) to conſider if the Lord be not 
' fipnally calling us all to ſtndy the unity of the Spirit in the bond of 
Peace, Ah ! ſhall we by theſe our Rents oÞen a door to the 
common Adverſary, who would ſwallow us all up? Were the 
Unity of the Catholick Church ſtudied, as it onght, it would 
not only allay'the heat Of our Diſciplinary Debates , but alſo 


Rome. | 
Tam fourthly charged as being of an unpeaceable wature ; The 


pull down the ſupercilious Creſt of the Schiſmatical Court of . 


knack of this Jeſt would be loſt, if my Accuſers were not the 


known Bontefes and Tncendiaries of the world,” SinceT was 16 
years of Age, to this day, I have Hyed'in a a ASA 
eger* 
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Regent of\Philoſophy; Minifter and Profeſſor of Divinity, and 
in cheſe capacities have had many Collegues, with whom I have 
lived very comfortably... This; together with the peaceabje So- 
ciety waich my: Reverend Collegues at preſent, and I have to- 

ether, may-ſufficiently confuce the Pamphleters accuſation. I 
confels;there.was once a piece of Debate betwixt a Reverend 
Perſon, now 5: <x#,.and me, Concerning a Diſciplinary Queſti- 
on, wherein perhaps both of us did bewray ſomewhat of hu- 
mane infirmity-3 but if therefore eitherof us ſhould be conclu- 
ded contentious; hardly could Hierom, Auſtin, Ruffin, Chryſoftom, 
Epipbenius, yea,Paul and Barnabas, eſcape the like character. I e- 
ver had an high reſpe&- for that Reverend and Worthy Perſon, 
and do lionuur, his,memory 3:as. tor other eminent Gifts and 
_ Graces;ſo in ſpecial for his fairhfulne(s,and zealagainſt Romiſh 
Idolaty - and I hope, ere long, to live in Eternal Concord and 
Bliſs with him,, I judge, it-indeed duty to contend cum vitiae, 
againſt;errour. and ungodlineſs., againſt Popery , Quakeriſm, 
Prophaneſs; and Atheiſm : ; Yet I, haye ſuch atfe&ion tq perſons 
ſmitten with theſe diſeaſes, that-even for this Railing Jeſuit I 
ca1-pray,. that his ſpite againſt, the Truth, and againſt me. for 
the Truths ſake, may not be laid to his charge. .;.--- .. ... 
I would treſpaſs too much on the;Readers patience, ſhould [ 
inſiſt to reſume the reſt of his ludibrious. Raillery. Perhaps to 
compenſe the ſoftneſs of;his Arguments ,:he hath deſigned to 
ſtone.me with reproaches. 3 - but h&would rememberthat Gra- 
tian Gauſ,.5 :q.' 1. from the Councilzat Eliberis Can.5 2. thunders 
out an Anathema upon Paſquillerg$-And.a'greater than theſe, 
the Royal Prophet, Pſal:3 1: 15; Let-lying lips be put to filence,which 
ſpeak grievous things proudly and preſumptuouſly againſt the righteous, 

To conclude, the Reader may know, that the reaſon-why this 
Reply was ſo flow in coming, abroad , was not that:it-was -not 
ſoo-.er ready; as could be atteſted by. divers. credible;:perſons, 
who did peruſe. it ſhortly ,after-the; publiſhing of -the Poepifh 
Pamphler ;- but becauſe the-Author was 'little concerned whe= 
ther it ſhould be commitced tothe: Preſs at all , in regard. his 
Adverfaries Book contained nothing which had not. been” con- 
fated with an Antidate, ſave only the Perſonal InveRives ; the 
chief fignificancy whereof was to demonſtrate the ſpleeniſh hu- 
 mour of Jeſuits, But ſince Providence is bringing theſe-Papers 
to; publick view, the God of Truth make them ſubſervient- for 
the good of his Church. Amen. | 
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iſeanrſe'is overthrown." Pag. 22 

Sew. 1. The true Have of the - quote pro- 
pounded, . pag. 23 


Sed. 2, Arguwicets proving there is no neceſſi- 


iy of an infallible vifible Judge i in the Church. 


Sed; 2. The Pamphleters obje@ions f, forthe me= 


eeſ of an infallible vifeble Judge diſculſ- | 


Page 53 
- Chap. 3, - the Scriptures. are. the compleat , in 
fallible, and principal rule of Faith, © P ag71 


Sef, '1 Some hints. of \"indignities.” put upon 
the holy Scriptures by Romanifts.. pag 71 
SetF 2, the fate of the queſtion. concerning 
the rule of Faith,opened; and the Scriptures 
briefly proved to be the rule of Faithypag.75 

| Self. 3.\The Pave he So fonr principal objeG@i- 
ons, againſt t e berigarre being the <om- 


| pleat 
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Cap, 4+, A diſcourſe offundewentile; with forte refle- 
tons, on the contradiFions , ingpertinences 
and fulſehoods of the Romiſh ..Pampbleter . in 
his Se#, 5. | Pag. I41 
_ See. I, Whether there be ground for the di- 
| flin®jon of Fundamentals and 'non-Fundae 
mentals > or of . qa and integrals in. 
a Yeligions PAS 14 
Rf) 1 Seldny Whether ovhorStriptuins: Coda Ry * ; 
WE 9 \li tho'& mad deventitls of. Faith. : pag."'I9T 
'- Se@. 3,"\Whether | #ll "be Fundamentals which 
"the Church impoſes ad Pundameutale. pag. 168 
+82, 4. Whether -way it neceſſary for the dicigon 
-<of the yueſtjon behwixt. Mr, Dempſter and the 
Woes author, to determine the preciſe number of Fun= 
- damemals. Pag. 174. 
\Seff, 5. Whether is the Popiſh religion injurious to 
08 26.9. the funda oped & of Chri Zanity. pag. 178 
6 \\SeE, 6:thet Wuldernſes, Wickleviſts an d 
- Hulſites os of + #he axe religion. as to funda- 
mentals and eſſentials with Proteſtants ,pag.180 
SeÞ.7. Whether do the Greek Churches agree with 
Proteſtants as to fundamentals. . - pag ,186 
: Seff.$; Whether the dof rine of Proteſtants, in all 
points of Controverſie,” be openly againſt God, 
and his written word{ as thePampbleter affir 1s ) | 
and jo contrary to the fundamentals of religion 


Pag.189 
\ Cap: s. Comcerving: Ti renſulſtantiation and. the number 
of Sacraments. PAag, 433 


' Se@, 1,The Popiſh fiment of tranſulſtantiation | 


briefly 


n TABLE. 
briefly confuted, and t ney Sargument 
againſt it, vindicated, . Frans t 6 exceptions 

of the Pamphleter. EY . P4R+ 143; 

- Se, 3» The Pamphleters ſuperficial reflelians on the 
number and ature of Sacraments examin- 
ed. .Pag. 440 

Cap. 6. VVbether Proteſtant Churches do grant , that 
the viſible Church, was not alwayes preſer- 

= ved, and that for 1400 years before Luther, 
| Popery was the only prevailing religion,p,452. 

Cap, 7» The truth of the Proteſtant Religion eviGed, by 

| the comformity Treg, with the faith of the 

1 _ primitive Church, in thefirſt three ages, and 

1.1.1, «the. falfbood of the: Preſet Roſh Religion, 

+ from the diſagreement thereof, with the 

© \ faith of theſe ages; . _ ag. 467 

| Se, I. tbe Pamphleters finst inſtance f novelty 

a. touching the Popes ſupremacy briefly canvaſed 

and retorted upon Romgnilts., _ pag. 469 

$7. 2, The ſecond inſtaice of novelty, concerning 

 « ampritten traditions examined, retorted up- 

on Romaniſts. Pag. 476 

* Self 3+ The third inſtance of novelty concerning 

the ſactifice of the maſs, confers and re= 

14 1 Farted, upon Rawaniſtse\..... Pag:479 

; $7 4. 4 fourth inſtance. of novelty concerning Tran- 

 Jubflantietion diſcuſſed , and retarted upon 

"Road | _ pag. 267 

c ; $3.6 A fiſth ++ Bs of novelty 1£q eerning pur- 

vary examtved: And. refaries p08 Aigiee- 

| bſeSe  - Pags 270 + 
- 8c 6. Aſie inſtance of nqzelty, concerning #nvor 

as eatian of Saints exemiced af. xehartedap” 

04 REORKIR ; Pag, 276 

7 7. A ſeventh inſlunce of novelty concertlng 

F.S-S Croſſes 


2" Croſſes and imazes examined and retorted 
upon Romanilts. _ Pag., 28T 

SefF. 8. Ar eight inſtance of novelty concerning free- 
+ - will examined and repelled. pag. 296 
'SeF.'9. 4 ninth inſtince of novelty concerning 
merits examined and retorted.  pag.290 
Sed. 10, A tenth inſtance of novelty, concerning 4: 
perfet# heeping of the commands examined 
and retorted. ' Pag- 292. 
Appendix 1, Containing another Decad of Romiſh no» 
- *  velties in Religion,  ' © pag. 294 
Appendix, 2, The Pamphbleters impertinent citations 
froze Juſtin Martyr, together with a new Ca- 

- Zalogue of hereſtes falſly charged 'on Prote- 
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ſtants briefly diſcuſſed.” ' pag, 314 
Cap. 8. A confutation of the Pampbleters laſt ſetion, 
wherein, beſide other things, his three notes 

of the Catholick Church, viz. Miracles , - 
Converſion of Infidels, and $an#ity of life 

are examined, and by them alſo the truth 

of the reformed, and falfhood of the Popiſ 

religion demonſiy ated. pag. 32 [ 

SeF, 1.4 bundel of the Pamphleters moſt impudent 
flanders againſt Proteſtants rejeFed.pag.3z 321. 

SeF. 2. The Pamphleters equivocation in proponnds 
ing the ground: of gating 17 Hah pag.322, 

L  Se&F. 3, Three propoſitions of the Pamphleter,on which 
| all theintereſt of the Papacy doth hang, Can- 

,.-  vaſed. | Page. 323 

* "Subje@. 1. The Pamphleters ſophiſmrs for bis fir pro 
d ' Poſition: viz. that there is an infallible pro- 
pownder, briefly diſcuſſed pag. 323 

" Subje@.2-TheP amphleters ſecond propoſution,viz.that, 
the true Church is the Infalltble propounder 
 Conſitered Pag. 327 

Spbjet 


Subje@. 


A TABLE. 


3. The pampbleters third propofition, viz. that 
the pay Charchis +. ” true Catha- 
lick Church, conſidered. pag. 3327 
Article. 1. Of Miracles: Pag. 332 
Article,2. Of the Converſion of Infidels. 

WIR |  Pag- 349 
Article. 3, Of ſan@ityof life, pag. 355 


: "4 &. 4; 4 owe h of the p amphleters hints at other 


notes of the Church, viz, the title of Catho- 
lick, and Snceeſſion. Pag-374 


Sef+ 5. A brief reparty to his concluſory knacks- 


pag. 382 


4 poſtſcript, vindicating the Author from the 


Criminations of the Pamphleter. pag. 385. 
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He Author living in another Kingdom, and not being able 
. to. reviſe the Pre(s, and the Copy which ceme,bither baving 
oo heen written by a young Scholar not ſo correGily as might have 

ſhed, many errors have crept into the works ſome of which do 


bien wi 
greatly wreſt the ſenſe, yea ſometimes do deſtroy it. May it therefore 
| pheiſe the ſerious Reader, when any thing oceurrs which ſeems incon» 
gruoly, to turn over tothe Errata, where readily he may findthat 
Cleared, which in dhe" work, appeared intricate, or perhaps abſurd. 
Top oece Pe 3 18. 1, 2. It may Jultly. ſeem L ſtrange , that the. 
| epithet "Syrnt is Prefixed 4 Abe | Catharinus 4 moderne Rema- 
miſt, as if be had been the ancient, $: Ambroſe, B. of Millan 3 
whe as 'y lookiug. onthe Errata, where. S..is appointed to be ex< 
pun} ed, the Rea er mey underſtand that the Epithet Saint was not in 
the" Authors Copy. "Byobe fame means diverſe other miſtaks of the 
: #8preſſion may be eleared, eſpecially ſceing it is boped, that theſe which 
are net ſet down may eafily be obJerved by the judicions Reader. It 
'#: lik wiſe granted, that many treſpaſſes are committed in the punita» 
tion, but there was neceſſity to leave theſe to the Correftion of the in- 
zelligent Reader. Where the Printer ſound in the Coppy this figure. 
'S be ordinarily bath printed Seft. and ſi bath ſometimes put twice Sed. 
#11 one place. Some of thoſe eſcapes are noted amongſt the Er- 
rats, that by them the Reader might eaſily paſs judgment on the reſt. 
And if be would be at pains to corred the errours with bis pen, be 
 would...ahlige the. Author, aud eaſethaſe of trauble, who afterwards 
ſhould make uſe of bis book, If either Jeſuit , or other Reader inp 
pmte any of theſe, or ſuch like eſcapes unto the Author, he will diſcs- 
ver more prejudice againſt the cauſe, or perſon of the Author, than 
ei ther judgment or diſcretion” However the Errata is ſubjoyned for 
tbe aſe of ingenuous lovers of truth. 
Tris to'be noted, that whercas cap. 3. Sec. 3. page 94. Lyranus, 
Paulus Burgenſ1s, Valla 6Cajetan are joyred with Eraſmus, Pagnin, 
Arias Montanus &c. the meaning is not, that the firſt four Authors 
had tranſlated entire books of Scripture, as tbe latter bad done, but 
that thoſe alſo in their Expoſitions of Scripture , dia frequently recede 
from the Vulgar Latin, aid correded it. 
_  Likwiſe, where as it is ſaid cap: 3, Set. 3. pag 95. that Romas 
niſts can only obje& againiti our tranſlations ot Scripture ſome 
| raſh 
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rafh-exprefſions of private men, who can pretend to no gutheni = 
that is to be underſtood of Caſtalio, Broughton, Carolus Molinzus v 


_ and others of that. quality cited bythe Pampbleter. But there ,© toe F- 


. 
_ 


' ſhould:-hape heen given bow the. P ampbeter bad abuſed an expreſſion 

..of King James 31-the conference at Hampton Court, viz that the = 

: Genceva..tranſlation is the worſt of all Engliſh trauſlations. This ex>. 
preſſion of the King the Þ amphletcr abuſes to impugne the Scriptures , 
being the rule of Faith, which his Majeſty never intended, nor was bis 

' meaniqg that #be Geneva tranſlation 'compoſed , -Anno.. 1560s, By 

.-#he -Eng/1ſo:Exiles, who fled thither in the Reign of Queen Mary, 

' or thixt the other Engliſh travſlations ,: the. faillours whereof were - 

- likewiſe-briefly. biuted at by. the King, did not contain all things + 

nece(ſary 10 Salration. Teatbe particular treſpaſes noted by bis'Ma- 

 jeſty- #n-#he- Geneva. bible were in the Marginal annotations ,:#ot - 

' inthe trayſlation itſelf. Thereal defigh of the King was #0-hold forth , 

*+hat #101 Engliſh tranſlation thenzxtant had arrived at the perfeTjon, 

- which were not tilyto be wiſhed; but alſo by- more induſtry might be 

' attained, whereupon-bis.Majefty gave ſpecial order to compoſe the, Ens - 
gliſh trayſlation, which "we now by the mercy of God ao enjoy. It - 

-were good that Ronganiſts bad as much. ingenuity to-acknowledge the 

. errors of their vulgar lanin, as laſtly correfedby Clement the 'eight, a - 

"ſpecimen wheresf bath tþeen exhibited by F ranciſus Lucas Brugens - 
If any be not ſatisfied: with the touch given of the: Keri and Chee .- 
tib, P3811 02+ 1 03+ they,are remitted to Sixtinus Atnama bis difſerta= 

* iv de Keri Chetib in coronide ad Grammaticam Martino: Buxe - - 

.. torfianame.: where though that learned 4uthbor ſeems to make large con-' 

" ceſſtons "concerning the Keri aud -Chetib , and the warious -lefi- - 
911g yet neither do they overthrow the defirine: of the reformed Church 

concerning Scriptures being the rule of faith, as Amama: bimſelf in 

.. the . Anſwer of ſame objeftzonsendeavanurs tocleare 1, +: 1; 

* © It it alf to beuoted, that whereas in page 472 Clements Epiſtr; 

1 ks prononuced ſpurious. The Autbers deſigte was. not to qenſure Clew + 

- menis firttEpiſtle to theCorinthiays lately pubtiſbed by Mr. Patrick 
Young, -which. Rivet Crit. ſac. lib. 1 « cap, 8. Commends as ſavours : 

_ ing of primitive ſimplicity audHottinger ip Eleacho librorum fuppa< - ' 

-  ſititiorum ſazeh, : de ea Noſtri-nihil durius pronunciarunt, for tbat 3s - 

- hot. the Epiſtle cited by the Pampbleter, but another paſſing under the © 
xameof Clements firſt Epiſtle to $, James, which 2s juſtly concluded - 
ſpurious» And albeit the Epiſtle were genuine, yet the teſiimony _ -* 
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s 110t 'of the Popes fupre- | 
the Apoſtles, -namely, that be'was ealled Fundamentum Ecclefiz , 


” ” 


which is olſo. attribmied to, the reft, Eph. 2+ 29e Reve 21» 14, 


* and partly of \his perſonal prerogatives and indowments, 1n-regard 


whereof be'is ſaid to he potentior omnium which might well-conſi(t 


' mitbequality of juriſdidtion, 


' F do only 114P.52:[-20.701 
' +32-p 63.1. 10.r,oegelium, p.65-1 30.r 4ib.24 de-Concilitre 1467 1.35 reconers Bpiſt. 


TEdic-pag.3.1.r1.c.ufoxuy. p.rr. 1.3507. þ,13. p.iz-1-390r,Ron.3.b: p.li-lrgirtwelee 
D ny arr df 4ſow's a l.1 3 Fofwel 28.r, D onar;ſt+ might bave, p.$1.1:31.r.evoſe 
| D: mt F,Foonſox. p.5 3:1.22-r-18.Mat 28.20. p.57*1.7.roExod, 

921.34 in vice df Idor Cloris re Luce: Brugen/15. 1.35 rdiffi:.4 Se 2. P73 [,21.r.d ſpare 
ſes, 1, 39er, 248 rote. (- 51.3oor.brvaching. IG ol. 33.artoI 01d promgmePe77-lgoroBef.te i » Fu 

I. 24-".Qsi rog «; ly AS 4 and BB J.2q.t, Cuyor, 1-28. ep4xpr pitt Po Tele 34 oF 332 Po93e 
1.9.r.Tom.3.p.135. P.95-23.1-*.ſynmem. | 33.r errour deſtriging an Article of Faith. p.96.1.12, 
'TY-TLojit fe nkown faults, P.Io0O. 5 eto Colvwiudie 1.22.r.jolſatas. Pol0Z.io4.r-5d confute vm, pI04. 


| 4.1:robuxrerf.fþl. p.106.1.28.r, Meera, 1.g1teveters:. p-312 1.19er argue adee. 1,20-r. irft v@s, 


 P»L14.1-30.r,conciliis.p I15.1.32.:Sef.12 N 39. p.120,'oI9er.v apiCeeotar. P+I22.1-l0.retheree 


with. p.125.1.7.r.L«ue7.34 35+ 119.refaith only. p-128.1-19.r.Conſutſcentiality. peT 32.1.8.r-or 
Foll Loopy Per ts Ns 1.31 or Iflhmidce preiz.p.142 I.20 2 Eefoſee ming d:verjot ite 1.22, 
r.funmen. p.145 1.18.r. Tompeium. p.t50 1.23.re{erſe of bearing. pei5 4.l:5 .r,bow.9 1,16.r.Eee 
clefian, p.r55.1.2.r.n1 cs ech,qteſt.g .per57. 35.36.r;Hiſt. Eccleſ.ich.qeca;', 7end che Helceſalte 
by Euſcbins Ihewiſe Hift Eccleſ b,6,cap.37. p.160.1.4.t-A8.19.12, p* :61.l.icrSe@ 6.N812'8. 


'L7.ia place of $:8.13.1 Hereſ.13.1:32.r-ſofsr from- 1.39.ro1ppeale (ib.s cap.7.$ett 2. 1:36.r.wite 


0 cjeſd-mygue. p.t72 l.7eriin place of Sef.22.r;Paragreph 22 p,l75 llg ropert-IeCap 3-l:-23ere 
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Fetbe interceſſion and ſaffrager, p.1$1.1.13.rep82e 230+ l-14er. page IBge lozer ſerity, 1.8.r,xe _ 
: {A ; 1.26,r.wphow. 1.12.de e ly. p-198.1.1 dd} oft.  PaT 89 þ. 20.r.4g40m/t Scripture and by Scri- 
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4 1:26.r,08 error, 1-39.”.is falſe. p.442,1.5 £.too dilute. 1-14-robe ormgs in 1.3 zer-lib.$o. p» 
$461. 5:1-Snari2s 1 4,de Sacram, p.455ol.6.r.m che meatier of Tet +4571.J 5ol-Contrarife 


Me 
«459-1-39,r-inde n/que- p.q60.1 2.r-innumeris, p.463-l. 8.7 one father. PeaG8.1.2.r 34+ 1:33 re 
cation. P4447 L,l.2 I.r.affert. Pe476:! I Fore. Ireneus t1b.3.cap.L,p- | 7bel-i5*r tran/mitted down. Io 
ogy 6 1 g1-r- Art-Io, 1. 32.t-Art-I7, pog50.1 Server Divines. ol gu) gy Ha p- 
205-1,3-r. boſtion, 1.5.r contr« Faxfl,1.17.r. Toeodorets !.19.r-the Chucrb ſaith ['eed:rets 1.23.r-page 
'TOI, $267 ;3I.reþ. 7. Þ 269-1.28.ropvoros. p.272 b4.r;grete oft. p.273 1-20. fire of pare 
. £#ion, 1.29.r. Tertul.lib.de peticntis.c:p.9. polJ4 1 34erequieſcentibur, p-275.Jl.18 r.diy of Fu ige= 
mentep.278. 1.29 r.coffir, p.280.1.10.r.px.43- P-281.1.I renoLrapians ſcelera, p.233 1.6 r.6870 
p.254 1.6.r-ſtri&ure 1 i8 c of Helena. [230.45 only. l. 40Feltb,}.cep,17.But 18 4s 45 rrhte p285. 
I2.rondt whbautel 18.r. fo far frome aſſerting. 1.19." .relig ows 6doration. 1 23.r.of the Councils (p.238: 
E29.r.hearbimſelf. p.28g.1 16.SeeI, p.290.1 2.rh their, 1,28.after operis, ad41 onely upon rhe 
Eccourt of the work, p.29 1.1 19.r.4ai19nr, p.292-19.r. de Fuftt cSusl & beb.1.34ctetbty ther, p, 


_ 294. .r5.r acquitted, | 29.r.Chrowat, 1.37 1.P8). 8. p.296.1-t.r.cop.z pag.Il4. p 297.l.-Io-to 


be the authentich p.298.1.18.r.F«d.0rd. p.299.1.24-ro5f thrRoman.pe3i2elo2 5.red: jureel.23ote Arte 


- *EI.1.29.r.ſo exceedingly. p.z17.1.23.dele cafe 5+ 1.26. after wpor ther cloathierea it reported iy Sos . 


Erafe5 lib.z.cop.17. and ty Sozomerelib,g cap lt, p.218.1.2.de | S. »2T = # oF.$2455 HP, 1.24.r.42 
"if 8. Cyprian, p-320.1.22.r,to 4iſatlow. p.3251.4-Tillotſon. IS oG Fenty 3 NE ER 6 
$35-L.26.r.to be the, 1.34.r.Dallens. 1.40 or.de obey. Pe336e1.4erolib I 1,cope5e Po349-1-5:2 8 af of 
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